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Date: 4/10/2008 F ii Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 07:56 AM ROA Report 
Page 1 of2 Case: CR-MD-2007-0001047 Current Judge: Richard Schmidt 
Defendant: Hoak, Larry M 
State of Idaho vs. Larry M Hoak 
Date Code User Judge 
1/23/2007 NEWC SH Case Created Richard Schmidt 
SH Charge number 1: Case Opened Richard Schmidt 
CHAD SH Charge number 1: Charge Created Richard Schmidt 
SH Charge number 1: Charge Filed Cause Found - Richard Schmidt 
01/22/2007 
SH Warrant Created - M0701047.01-01 - 01/22/2007 Richard Schmidt 
WARI SH Warrant Issued - M0701047.01-01 - 01/22/2007 Richard Schmidt 
ID Charge number 1: Arrested on Warrant, Richard Schmidt 
Sequence# - .01 
ID Arrested on Warrant, Sequence# - 01/24/2007 Richard Schmidt 
ID Charge number 1: Arrested on Warrant, Richard Schmidt 
Sequence# - .01 
ID Arrested on Warrant, Sequence# - 01/24/2007 Richard Schmidt 
SR Letter from Sheriffs Richard Schmidt 
Office 
1/24/2007 CH Warrant Return Filed Richard Schmidt 
ARRN CH Video Arraignment - Video Arraignment - Richard Schmidt 
01/24/2007 
ARRN HM Video Arraignment Richard Schmidt 
ORPD HM Order Appointing Public Defender Richard Schmidt 
HM Charge number 1 : Bond Reduced or Amended to Richard Schmidt 
- $50000.00 
HRSC RD Event Scheduled - Preliminary Hearing - Richard Schmidt 
02/07/2007 
1/26/2007 NOTC KM Notice - of Hearing Richard Schmidt 
MOTN KM Motion - for Bond Reduction Richard Schmidt 
RESD KM Defendant Request For Discovery Richard Schmidt 
1/30/2007 MOTN KM Motion - for NCO & for Bond Richard Schmidt 
Increased 
2/1/2007 ML FILE REVIEWED Richard Schmidt 
ML NO ACTION Richard Schmidt 
2/7/2007 ME Charge number 1: Defendant Bound Over - Richard Schmidt 
H0700180 D.01 
ME Charge number 1: Count Bound To - H0700180 Richard Schmidt 
D.01 C.001 
ME Charge number 1: Bond Transferred To - Richard Schmidt 
H0700180 D.01 C.001 
PHHD ME Preliminary Hearing Richard· Schmidt 
PHHD ME Preliminary Hearing Richard Schmidt 




Time: 07:56 AM 
Page 2 of2 
F .h Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-MD-2007-0001047 Current Judge: Richard Schmidt 
Defendant: Hoak, Larry M 










Date: 4/10/2008 F .h Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 09:25 AM ROA Report 
Page 1 of 5 Case: CR-FE-2007-0000180 Current Judge: Cheri C. Copsey 
Defendant: Hoak, Larry M 
State of Idaho vs. Larry M Hoak 
Date Code User Judge 
2/7/2007 NEWC ME Case Created - Bind Over M0701047 Cheri C. Copsey 
COMM ME Charge number 1 : Committment and Papers Cheri C. Copsey 
ME Charge number 1: Defendant Transferred In - Cheri C. Copsey 
M0701047 D.01 
ME Charge number 1: Count Bound From - Cheri C. Copsey 
M0701047 D.01 C.001 
ME Charge number 1: Bond Transferred From - Cheri C. Copsey 
M0701047 D.01 C.001 
HRSC ME Event Scheduled - 1330 - 02/21/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
ME Charge number 1 : Bond Reduced or Amended to Cheri C. Copsey 
- $150000.00 
NCOR ME Order No Contact - Kathryn Hendricks Cheri C. Copsey 
2/8/2007 INFO SR Information and Papers Filed Cheri C. Copsey 
2/9/2007 MOTN SR Motion - for Bond Reduction Cheri C. Copsey 
NOTC SR Notice - of Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
2/21/2007 ARRN PG Arraignment Cheri C. Copsey 
CONT PG Continued For Plea Cheri C. Copsey 
3/1/2007 ORDR PG Order - allowing Access to Cheri C. Copsey 
Defendant 
3/14/2007 ARRN PG Arraignment - (Con't) Cheri C. Copsey 
CONT PG Continued For Plea Cheri C. Copsey 
4/17/2007 MOTN RC Motion - for Bond Reduction Cheri C. Copsey 
NOTC RC Notice - of Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
4/18/2007 ARRN PG Arraignment - (Con'!) Cheri C. Copsey 
APNG PG Charge number 1: Not Guilty Plea Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC PG Event Scheduled • Hearing - 05/30/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC PG Event Scheduled - Pre-Trial Conference - Cheri C. Copsey 
06/06/2007 
JTSC PG Jury Trial Set - 06/11/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC PG Event Scheduled - Hearing - 04/25/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
4/24/2007 MOTN SR Motion - for PH Transcripts Cheri C. Copsey 
4/25/2007 PG Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
4/27/2007 ORDR PG Order - for Preliminary Cheri C. Copsey 
Hearing transcript 
4/30/2007 NOTC SR Notice - of Preparation of Cheri C. _Copsey 
Transcript 
5/11/2007 PG Transcript Filed Cheri C. Copsey 
5/14/2007 RC State/City Request for Discovery Cheri C. Copsey 
REQD RC State/City Response to Disc. Req. Cheri C. Copsey .. ,., 
5/21/2007 MOTN SG Motion - to Allow Defend to Cht)t}t)t!)$' 
Appear in Civilian 
Date: 4/10/2008 f .h Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 09:25 AM ROA Report 
Page 2 of 5 Case: CR-FE-2007-0000180 Current Judge: Cheri C. Copsey 
Defendant: Hoak, Larry M 
State of Idaho vs. Larry M Hoak 
Date Code User Judge 
5/22/2007 NOTC AK Notice - of Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
MOTN AK Motion - to Continue Cheri C. Copsey 
5/23/2007 REQD AK State/City Response to Disc. Req. - /Addendum Cheri C. Copsey 
MOTN RC Motion - for Bifurcated Trial Cheri C. Copsey 
NOTC RC Notice - of Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
5/30/2007 PG Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC PG Event Scheduled - Hearing - 08/08/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC PG Event Scheduled - Hearing - 08/29/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC PG Event Scheduled - Pre-Trial Conference - Cheri C. Copsey 
09/12/2007 
5/31/2007 JTSC PG Jury Trial Set - 09/17/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
PG 2nd Addendum to Cheri C. Copsey 
Discovery Response 
to Court 
6/20/2007 MOTN AK Motion - No Contact Order Cheri C. Copsey 
MOTN AK Motion - Complaint Malicious Cheri C. Copsey 
Harassment 
MOTN AK Motion - Complaint, Preparing Cheri C. Copsey 
False Evidence 
6/22/2007 ORDR PG Order - Allowing Def. to Cheri C. Copsey 
Appear in Civilian 
Attire 
6/26/2007 MOTN RC Motion - /Supplement to Cheri C. Copsey 
Complaint Preparing 
False Evidence 
7/11/2007 RESD RC Defendant Response to Disc. Req. Cheri C. Copsey 
7/18/2007 NOTC KP Notice - Of Intent To Use IRE Cheri C. Copsey 
404(b) And ICR 16 
KP Memo In Support Cheri C. Copsey 
7/19/2007 RESD RC Defendant Response to Disc. Req. - /Second Cheri C. Copsey 
7/23/2007 REQD RC State/City Response to Disc. Req. - /Third Cheri C. Copsey 
Addendum 
7/26/2007 MOTN KP Motion - For Leave To File Cheri C. Copsey 
Information Part II 
7/27/2007 MOTN RC Motion - in Limine Cheri C. Copsey 
REQD RC State/City Response to Disc. Req. - /Fourth Cheri C. Copsey . 
Addendum 
RC Memo in Support of Cheri C. Copsey 
Admission of DV 
Expert Witness 
Testimony 
8/6/2007 NOTC 07 Notice - of Hearing Cheri99086 
Date: 4/10/2008 F .'1 Judicial District Court· Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 09:25 AM ROA Report 
Page 3 of 5 Case: CR-FE-2007-0000180 Current Judge: Cheri C. Copsey 
Defendant: Hoak, Larry M 
State of Idaho vs. Larry M Hoak 
Date Code User Judge 
8/7/2007 RC Objection to State's Cheri C. Copsey 




and to File 
Information Part II 
8/8/2007 JW Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
8/9/2007 ORDR JW Order - for Leave to File Cheri C. Copsey 
Information Part II 
JW Information Part II Cheri C. Copsey 
8/15/2007 REQD RC State/City Response to Disc. Req. - /Fifth Cheri C. Copsey 
Addendum 
8/29/2007 JW Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
9/10/2007 REQD RC State/City Response to Disc. Req. - /Sixth Cheri C. Copsey 
Addendum 
9/11/2007 REQD RC State/City Response to Disc. Req. - /Seventh Cheri C. Copsey 
Addendum 
9/12/2007 KP Objection To States Cheri C. Copsey 
7th Addendum To 
Discovery 
KP Objection To States Cheri C. Copsey 
6th Addendum To 
Discovery 
CONT JW Pre-Trial Conference Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Continue PTC to 9/13 Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC JW Event Scheduled - Pre-Trial Conference - Cheri C. Copsey 
09/13/2007 
9/13/2007 CONT JW Pre-Trial Conference Cheri C. Copsey 
9/14/2007 KP Defends List Of Cheri C. Copsey 
Potential Witnesses 
9/17/2007 JTSC JW Jury Trial Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Jury Trial Day 1 Cheri C. Copsey 
JTSC JW Jury Trial Set - 09/18/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Amended Info Part 2 Cheri C. Copsey 
9/18/2007 JTSC JW Jury Trial Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Jury Trial Day 2 Cheri C. Copsey 
JTSC JW Jury Trial Set - 09/20/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
9/20/2007 JTSC JW Jury Trial Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Jury Trial Day 3 Cheri C. Copsey 
JTSC JW Jury Trial Set - 09/21/2007 Cheri q. Copsey 
MOTN CCTHIEBJ Motion To Appoint The Defendant Pro Se Status Cheri C.t;)@007 
MOTN CCTHIEBJ Motion Disqualification Counsel Cheri C. Copsey 
Date: 4/10/2008 F, h Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 09:25 AM ROA Report 
Page 4 of 5 Case: CR-FE-2007-0000180 Current Judge: Cheri C. Copsey 
Defendant: Hoak, Larry M 
State of Idaho vs. Larry M Hoak 
Date Code User Judge 
9/20/2007 MOTN CCTHIEBJ Motion For Bond Reduction Cheri C. Copsey 
MOTN CCTHIEBJ Motion to Dismiss Cheri C. Copsey 
9/21/2007 JTSC JW Jury Trial Cheri C. Copsey 
FOGT JW Charge number 1: Defendant Found Guilty Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Order PSI Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC JW Event Scheduled - Sentencing Hearing - Cheri C. Copsey 
11/21/2007 
JW Jury Instructions Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Guilty Verdict Cheri C. Copsey 
10/24/2007 MOTN RC Motion - Requesting Judge Cheri C. Copsey 
Copsey to Overrule 
the Guilty Plea 
MOTN RC Motion - & Affid Supporting Cheri C. Copsey 
Motion 
MOTN RC Motion - JNOV, Requesting Cheri C. Copsey 
Judge Copsey 
MOTN RC Motion - & Disqualification Cheri C. Copsey 
of Counsel 
10/31/2007 JW Motion Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Cont Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC JW Event Scheduled - Hearing - 11/07/2007 Cheri C. Copsey 
11/1/2007 AU States Objection to Cheri C. Copsey 
Defendants Motion 
for JNOV(Judgment of 
Aquittal) 
11/7/2007 JW Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
ORDR JW Order - 19-2524 Eval Cheri C. Copsey 
JW Reset SH Cheri C. Copsey 
HRSC JW Event Scheduled - Sentencing Hearing - Cheri C. Copsey 
12/19/2007 
ORDR MA Order - Re: Mental Health Cheri C. Copsey 
Exam 
11/8/2007 RC Reply Motion- Cheri C. Copsey 
Informing the Court 
12/19/2007 SENT JW Sentence Hearing Cheri C. Copsey 
FJDE JW Charge number 1: Final Judgment, Order or Cheri C. Copsey 
Decree 
JW Charge number 1: Sentenced to ISCI - 999y Cheri C. Copsey 
331d er 
12/20/2007 MA Sealed Order Cheri C. Copsey 
Correcting PSI 00008. 
MA Judgment of Convict- Cheri C. Copsey: 
ion 
Date: 4/10/2008 F .il Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 09:25 AM ROA Report 
Page 5 of 5 Case: CR-FE-2007-0000180 Current Judge: Cheri C. Copsey 
Defendant: Hoak, Larry M 
State of Idaho vs. Larry M Hoak 
Date Code User Judge 
1/3/2008 MOTN AM Motion Pursuant Rule 35 Cheri C. Copsey 
1/7/2008 NOTC RC Notice - of Appeal Cheri C. Copsey 




1/10/2008 ORDR Order - Appointing State Cheri C. Copsey 
Appellate Public 
Defender on Direct 
Appeal 
1/14/2008 NOTC AM Notice - of Appeal Cheri C. Copsey 
MOTN AM Motion - I Affid in Support of Cheri C. Copsey 
Apptmnt of Counsel 
MOTN AM Motion - I Affid for Fee Waive Cheri C. Copsey 
1/23/2008 ORDR JW Order - Rule 35 Scheduling Cheri C. Copsey 
1/24/2008 NT Amended Judgment of Cheri C. Copsey 
Conviction 
2/4/2008 MOTN AU Motion - Reply: to the State Cheri C. Copsey 




SG Addendum to Defend Cheri C. Copsey 
Motion Pursuant 35 
2/6/2008 NT Memorandum Decision Cheri C. Copsey 
on Defendant's Motin 
for Reduction of Se-
ntence Pursuant to 
I.C.R. 35 
2/28/2008 BT Amended Notice Of Cheri C. Copsey 
Appeal 
.) 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
STATE OF IDAHO, ADA COUNTY, MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
PROBABLE CAUSE FORM 
STATE OF IDAHO CASE NO. DR¾ DCo- 0 /;) q{ 0 
VS. 
PROSECUTOR tJaj (i)d-fu)!f 
COMPLAINING WITNESS ----------
KHGLEASON CLERK ___________ _ 
DATE ~ or./- TIME ,:sq 
TOXIMETER,-
TAPE No/'-trC/{S Dl<A301- BEG.l35Cft/S 
END/~'"3 
JUDGE STATUS Siz-1....k 
D BIETER D McDANIEL WITNESS SW~K 1~1-- ~ree..-D CAWTHON D MINDER PC FOUND (ri iJ 
D COMSTOCK D OTHS COMPLAINT SIGNED 
D DAY D REARDON D AMENDED COMPLAINT SIGNED 
D DENNARD D SCHMIDT D NOPC FOUND 
D HANSEN D SWAIN D EXONERATE BOND 
D MacGREGOR-IRBY D WATKINS 0 . SUMMONS TO BE ISSUED 
~ MAili~ILER i WARRANT ISSUED _ Q15 cks BOND SET $ /_'SJ l u{J). ~ 
I 
D D NO CONTACT 
D.R.# _________ _ 
0 DISMISS CASE 
0 IN CUSTODY 
COMMENTS 
OOOJ.O, 
PROBABLE CAIJSE FORM [REV 1-2006) 
DR#06-012940 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Kai E. Wittwer or Shawna Dunn 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
co. ____ __,,=----
RLrn 
A.M .. __ __;P.M. __ _ 
JAN 2 3 2007 
J. DAVID NAVARRO, Clerk 
By CANDY HULL 
DE,.UTV 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
Plaintiff, ) Case No. 
vs. ) 
) COMPLAINT 
LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, ) 
Hoak's DOB) Hoak's SSN:
Defendant. ) 
PERSONALLY APPEARED Before me this l 'Z'_,jday of January 2007, Kai E. 
Wittwer, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, who, 
being first duly sworn, complains and says: that LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or 
between May 2006, and November 2006, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did commit 
the crime of STALKING, FELONY, LC. §18-7905 as follows: 
COMPLAINT (HOAK), Page I 
. . +' 
OOOif,,, 
.J 
That the Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or between May 2006, and 
November 2006, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did knowingly and maliciously 
engage in a course of conduct that seriously alarms, annoys or harasses the victim and is 
such as would cause a reasonable person substantial emotional distress; to-wit: by 
repeatedly writing letters to Kathryn Hendricks and sending them through third parties, by 
calling Kathryn Hendricks through a third party, and/or by causing her phone to ring 
repeatedly or continuously regardless of whether a conversation ensued and where the 
Defendant's actions constituting the offense are in violation of a no contact order in Ada 
County Case Number M0600110 and/or the Defendant has previously been convicted of 
Domestic Battery, LC. §18-918, involving the same victim as the present offense within 
seven (7) years notwithstanding the form of the judgment or withheld judgment. 
All of which is contrary to the form, force and effect of the statute in such case and 
against the peace and dignity of the State ofidaho. 
Said Complainant therefore prays that a Warrant issue for the arrest of the Defendant 
and that LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, may be dealt with according to law. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecutor 
Kai E. Wittwer or Shawna Dunn 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
SUBSCRIBED AND Sworn to before me this2...4lay of January, 2007. 
COMPLAINT (HOAK), Page 2 
CJ3BMIN 
TCHULLCJ 
ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
SCHEDULED EVENT: JUDGE: 






DATE: 01/24/2007 TIME: 13:30 
TAPE NO: PR/AGY: ~. PROS: SP,6~ 
(ry1A'11a'O!.'l.NB-Y B~ 
HOAK LARRY MATTHEWS M0701047 . .Q.l SSN DOB 
1 STALKING IS 18 
/fl135%case Called 




_ Guilty Plea/PV Admit _ N/G Plea 
















_ Not Pres. _0n Custody 
0D Appointed~ Waived Atty 
Advise Subsqt Penalty 
_ Pay/Stay _ Payment Agr 
* Finish ( Release Defendant 
War# M0701047 Def# 01 Seq# 01 Type A Docket# Rev: 3/97 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7 400 
::,+-t,'lo,-,_,---;:F_zfi-,---
JAN 2 6 2on7 
J. DAVID N(<i//'-.F(-1_~\ i·Jf;rk 
By i<,. i\liVt):...Ji;;:f,t 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST ATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Criminal No. M0701047 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
COMES NOW, The above named Defendant, by and through his Attorney of Record, the 
Ada County Public Defender's Office, STEVE BOTIMER, handling attorney, and moves this 
Honorable Court for its Order reducing bond in the above entitled matter, upon the grounds and 
for the reason that the bond is so unreasonably high that the Defendant, who is an indigent person 
with no funds, cannot post such bond and that Defendant has thereby been effectively denied his 
right to bail. 
DATED This Thursday,January25, 2007 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
J-~ Aik flJ;t~ 
STEVE BOTIMER 
Attorney for Defendant 
00014 ~I 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Tessie Buttram 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
J. DAVlD N.i\\/AF1fl01 G\erk 
6 K. MCCURRY 
y OEPUT'I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) ______________ ) 
Case No. M0701047 
MOTION FOR NO CONTACT 
ORDER AND FOR 
BOND INCREASE 
COMES NOW, TESSIE BUTTRAM, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the 
County of Ada, State of Idaho, and moves this Honorable Court for a No Contact Order 
and for a bond increase. The grounds for this request are as follows: 
The District Court judge in this case set the bond on the arrest warrant at 
$ I 50,000.00; our office inadvertently asked for the lower bond amount of $50,000.00 at 
video arraignment. This was an egregious error on our part given this defendant's 
criminal history and the conduct alleged in this case. 




The victim in this case is Kathryn Hendricks. She was also the named victim in 
two domestic battery cases to which the defendant pleaded guilty. The defendant pleaded 
guilty to the first domestic battery in July 2005 (M0500748). The defendant pleaded 
guilty to the second domestic battery case in October 2005 (M0508187). The defendant 
then violated the No Contact Order no less than five times in the following year, pleading 
guilty to the violations on the following dates: May 2006, ( cases M0502551, M0502650, 
M0602176 (two counts of VNCO)), and July 2006 (M0502164). Ms. Hendricks is the 
victim "protected" in the no contact order that is the substance of each of those violations. 
Since that time and from the Ada County Jail the defendant has continued to contact or 
attempt to contact the victim numerous times. 
Clearly the defendant's obsession and unwillingness to follow court orders 
supports a request for an increase in his bond to at least $150,000.00. This defendant's 
continued conduct of harassing this victim establishes that he is a danger to the 
community and that he is likely to re-offend. Additionally, given the time in prison he is 
now exposed to, and again his criminal history, there is a higher flight risk and he is 
unlikely to follow court orders (as he has not followed the court order to leave his victim 
alone). Finally, the likelihood of conviction is high given the number of witnesses who 
will testify as to the defendant's efforts to contact the victim via third parties, the 
recorded jail calls, and the letters he has written along with his admissions that he hoped 
the information in said letters would get passed along to the victim. 
MOTION FOR NO CONTACT ORDER AND FOR BOND INCREASE (HOAK), Page 2 
00016:;: 
.J 
The State respectfully requests that this Court increase the defendant's bond and 
issue a no contact order protecting Kathryn Hendricks. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ;!..f ~y of January 2007. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: 
TESSIE BUTTRAM 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the Zfr~anuary 2007, I caused to be served 
a true and correct copy of the foregoing document to: Ada County Public Defender, 200 
W. Front St., Room 1007, Boise, Idaho 83702, by the method indicated below: 
X INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
__ U.S. MAIL (Postage Prepaid) 
FAX TRANSMISSION 
HAND DELIVERY 




ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 2/02/2007 
16:03:55 
SCHEDULED EVENT: JUDGE: 
~P=r=e=l=i~m=i~n=a=rLy_:_:;H=e=a=r=i~n~g ____ Richard A Schmidt 
CLERK: 
Marilyn Edwards 
DATE: 02/07/2007 TIME: 8:30 
TAPE NO : .Jxc.J.l'{YUJf' ()'),I) ?o 7 
COURT REPORTER: 
PR/AGY: ~PROS: ~ ~ 
(J:Y./ATTORNEY -~~~l~fl.-~4wL______~~~=-"-'~ =-
-------------------------------------------- -------------------------------
HOAK LARRY MATTHEWS M0701047.01 SSN DOB
1 STALKING IS 18 7905 F 
case Called Def: ----
- Advised of Rights 






















Not Pres. 'f_ In Custody 
PD Appointed Waived Atty 
_ Advise Subsqt Penalty 
Pay/Stay _ Payment Agr 
Release Defendant 
War# M0701047 Def# 01 Seq# 01 Type A Docket# 
1




Session Date: 2007/02/07 
Judge: Schmidt, Richard A. 
Reporter: 












Case ID: 0006 
Division: Magist 
Session Time: 08:36 




Defendant: Hoak, Larry Matthews 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
13:54:02 - Operator 
Recording: 
13:54:02 - New case 
Hoak, Larry Matthews 
13:54:25 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
def present in custody 
13:56:00 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Exclude Witness 





Victim may remain after testifying 
13:57:17 - Other: Stine, Penny 
Sworn. 
13:57:20 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Direct examination of witness. 
13:57:27 - Other: Stine, Penny 
def was my brother in-law. Witness ID def 
13:57:45 - Other: Stine, Penny 
has been living in the ACJ & had phone contact with him at t 
he jail 
13:58:22 - Other: Stine, Penny 
Kathy Hendrix was def's girlfriend 
13:59:49 - Other: Stine, Penny 
letters were written to Deb Anderson for Kathy 
14:02:01 - Other: Stine, Penny 
def said he wanted letters given to Kathy 
14:02:20 - Other: Stine, Penny 
message for Kathy to tell her he loved her 
14:02:35 - Other: Stine, Penny 
In June Kathy & I had a yard sale together & I told him she 
would be there 
14:03:29 - Other: Stine, Penny 
def called a couple times while Kathy was there but Kathy wo 
uldn't talk to 
14:03:58 - Other: Stine, Penny 
him 
14:04:17 - Other: Stine, Penny 
I told def she didn't want to talk to him 
14:04:33 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
14:06:37 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Redirect examination. 
14:06:49 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Recross-examination. 
14:07:48 - Other: Stine, Penny 
Nothing further, witness steps down.· 
14:08:19 - Other: Kowallis, Cavin 
Sworn. 
14:08:23 - Other: Kowallis, Cavin 
Agent Aladin Bail Bonds def is a client 
14:08:39 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Direct examination of witness. 
14:08:44 - Other: Kowallis, Cavin 
10/18/06 talked to def on the phone 
14:09:32 - Other: Kowallis, Cavin 
he wanted me to speak to Kathy I did while def was on hold & 
she told me 




there was a NCO 
14:10:56 - Other: Kowallis, Cavin 
I told def he couldn't talk to Kathy & not to call about tha 
t anymore 
14:11:34 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
14:11:42 - Other: Kowallis, Cavin 
I called Kathy because I was asked to 
14:11:58 - Other: Kowallis, Cavin 
Nothing further, witness steps down. 
14:13:10 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
Sworn. 
14:13:12 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Direct examination of witness. 
14:13:15 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
know Kathy & def as I worked for attorney Jared Martens 
14:13:42 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
June I recd a phone call from def because Kathy & his sister 
-in-law was 
14:14:33 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
having a yard sale & selling all of his belongings 
14:15:07 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
I talked to Kathy regarding the yard sale & she said the ite 
ms for sale was 
14:15:35 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
not Larrys 
14:15:52 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
he called me again late June of 2006 wanting me to contact K 
athy regarding a 
14:16:27 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
court hearing 
14:17:00 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
I told def I wouldn't tell her because I didn't want to viol 
ate the NCO 
14:18:47 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
def called me the 3rd time from the jail 
14:19:08 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
I was Kathy's realator & was having an open house for her 
14:19:43 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
He called on my cell so I called the jail & had my number bl 
ocked 
14:20:09 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
14:20:14 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
I was no working for Jared Martens but for John Alegeria 
14:20:49 - Other: Browani, Shannon 




14:21:22 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
I didn't rely his messages but did tel11 her he called 
14:22:25 - Other: Browani, Shannon 
Nothing further, witness steps down. 
14:23:27 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
Sworn. 
14:23:33 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Direct examination of witness. 
14:23:39 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
Kathy Hendrix is my friend for many years & I met def one ti 
me 
14:24:13 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
I never gave him my address & didn't consider him a friend 
14:24:45 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
I recd a letter from def & was for Kathy, I gave a copy to K 
athy & then took 
14:25:31 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
the letter to the police dept 
14:25:43 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
14:25:59 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Redirect examination. 
14:26:18 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
obj HS 
14:26:30 - Judge: Schmidt, Richard A. 
overruled 
14:27:18 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
Nothing further, witness steps down. 
14:28:11 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
Sworn. 
14:28:14 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
stips to officers qualifications 
14:28:29 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Direct examination of witness. 
14:28:35 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
I know def have invesitated him for two yrs & May to Nov def 
was in the ACJ 
14:29:32 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
Nov 2006 met with def 
14:29:53 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
I had seen letters he had written 
14:30:16 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
Nov 17 did an interview 
14.:30:26 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
def said he wrote a letter to Judy Nelson 
14:31:08 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
admitted to calling Shannon 




listen to a phone call he had made to a Bondsman 
14:34:24 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
from phone logs def called Kathy's number 16 times but didn' 
t talk to her 
14:35:52 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
def said he wanted to talk to Kathy she was his girlfriend b 
ut she didn't 
14:36:17 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
consider him her boyfriend 
14:36:32 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
14:38:16 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Redirect examination. 
14:38:23 - Other: Strolberg, Shelley 
Nothing further, witness steps down. 
14:39:27 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
Sworn. 
14:39:31 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Direct examination of witness. 
14:39:34 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
know def he came out to me a bid to paint my house & we late 
r ended up in a 
14:40:07 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
dating relationship 
14:40:23 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
two domstic violence charges were filed against him & there 
was a NCO issued 
14:41:16 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
for four years 
14:41:21 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
he contacted me neumorous times & was violated 
14:42:07 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
he tried contacting me thru letters & 3rd party 
14:43:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
I read some of the letters & the scared me 
14:44:42 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
I was concerned with his threats in the letters that he made 
toward me 
14:45:29 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
at the yard sale with Pinney I didn't sell any of def's item 
s 
14:49:12 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
I will be afraid when he is released from jail 
14:49:32 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
14:50:10 - Other: Hendricks, Kathryn 
Aug 2004 started dating def & ended July 2005 




Nothing further, witness steps down. 
14:51:54 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
SE# 1,2,3,&4 offered 
14:52:07 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
no obj 
14:52:11 - Judge: Schmidt, Richard A. 
SE#l,2,3,& 4 admitted 
14:53:56 - Judge: Schmidt, Richard A. 
B/O Copsey Feb 21. 2007@ 1:30pm H0700180 comm signed state 
signs for exhibit 
14:54:02 - State Attorney: Buttram, Tessie 
Motion to increase bond 
14:56:10 - General: 
Time stamp 
14:56:15 - Public Defender: Botimer, Steven 
Responds to Sates motion to increase bond 
14:59:18 - Judge: Schmidt, Richard A. 
Bond increased to $150,000 
15:00:28 - General: 
Time stamp 
15:00:31 - Judge: Schmidt, Richard A. 
NCO Issued Kathryn Hendricks 
15:01:19 - General: 
Time stamp 
15:01:20 - General: 
Time stamp 





IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
STATE OF IDAHO, ADA COUNTY, MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
Criminal Court - Traffic Division 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-7300 
MEMO FOR THE RECORD 
•3 tv,vC~~VA 'R.· ·. . 
ev-1 /Jt 
Gi::('1JtV · 
, ...... ,,_ . 
Date: ___._d~/1-7+------ , 20 () 1 
Case Number: fnD1tJ ttJt+J./No100 IKD 
Defendant: ---~-7-1-·-~-----'· ......c.7).....:...·_7..:.._~--'----&-+------
Subject: __ --fj:--+-1-------~-~---~---------
djtHJrl J JktAtMuL ~ 150, 006 °0 , 





STATE OF IDAHO, 
vs. 
ltD P< I(, , \,,every 
DOB 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
) 
MD ]G 11>'1 1 ) Case No. 
Plaintiff, ) Reference No. 
) 
) NO CONTACT ORDER 
Mc4·\.-Jv ) ' ) )29f1l l DR# SSN 
Ci(Ada Defendant. ) D Boise 0 GC 
The above-entitled matter having come before the Court, and good cause appearing therefor, 
D Meridian 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the above-named defendant shall not contact (including: in person or through another person, 
or in writing or e-mail, or by telephone, pager, or facsimile!_ or attempt to contact, harass, follow, communicate with, or 
knowingly remain within 100 feet of: \l-/.\Jtrt'.--y1J /.lj"C"/\J!)·A.r ,f J: . 
Exceptions are: 
·y no exceptions 
1'.t to contact by telephone between ______ .m. and _____ .m. on ___________ _ 
--.,.,--,----- for the following purposes: _____________________ _ 
D to participate in counseling/mediation 
D to meet with or through attorneys and/or during legal proceedings 
D to respond to emergencies involving the natural or adopted children of both parties D other: ____________________________________ _ 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendant named herein shall not go within 300 yards of the above-named person's 
residence or workplace as set forth below (provide this information only if requested by prosecution): 
'?2-'D6 l:n~hl1A\J(/Lv: 
Residence Ad ess , , _
7 ,&,,i:> t z \ o ~> ,, t!, r Work Address 
A VIOLATION OF THIS ORDER IS A SEPARATE CRIME under Idaho Code § 18-920, for which no bail will be set until an 
appearance before a judge, and is punishable by a fine not exceeding one thousand dollars ($1,000) or by imprisonment in 
the county jail not to exceed one (1) year, or both. Further, any such violation of this order may result in the increase, 
revocation, or modification of the bond set in the underlying charge for which this no contact order was imposed. 
If there is more than one domestic violence protection order in place, the most restrictive provision will control any 
conflicting terms of any other civil or criminal protection order. 
This order controls over all no contact orders previously entered in this case. 
This order may subject you to Federal prosecution under 18 U.S. Code§ 922 if you possess, receive, or transport a firearm. 











GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Tessie Buttram 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










/fo 7,:; 0 c:t fl) 




THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, having 
been brought before this Court for a Preliminary Examination on the -6-~ay of 
February 2007, on a charge that the Defendant(s) on or between May 2006, and 
November 2006, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did commit the crime(s) of: 
STALKING, FELONY, 1.C. §18-7905, as follows: 
.. J$) 
COMMITMENT (HOAK), Page 1 •• 00027, 
That the Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or between May 2006, 
and November 2006, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did knowingly and 
maliciously engage in a course of conduct that seriously alarms, annoys or harasses the 
victim and is such as would cause a reasonable person substantial emotional distress; 
to-wit: by repeatedly writing letters to Kathryn Hendricks and sending them through 
third parties, by calling Kathryn Hendricks through a third party, and/or by causing her 
phone to ring repeatedly or continuously regardless of whether a conversation ensued 
and where the Defendant's actions constituting the offense are in violation of a no 
contact order in Ada County Case Number M0600110 and/or the Defendant has 
previously been convicted of Domestic Battery, I.C. §18-918, involving the same 
victim as the present offense within seven (7) years notwithstanding the form of the 
judgment or withheld judgment. 
The Defendant(s) having so appeared and ~/haviDg wai•,,@d.. preliminary 
examination, the Court sitting as a Committing Magistrate finds that the offense charged 
as set forth has been committed in Ada County, Idaho, and that there is sufficient cause to 
believe that the Defendant(s) is/are guilty of committing the offense as charged. 
WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant(s) be held to answer to the 
District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County 
of Ada, to the charge herein set forth. Bail is set in the sum of$ /So (2/b~ 
A,.. 
DATED this --&i'cfuy of February 2007. 








,'. -.. ~ · ... ' 
' " 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 















GREG H. BOWER, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State 
of Idaho, who in the name and by the authority of the State, prosecutes in its behalf, 
comes now into District Court of the County of Ada, and states that LARRY 
MATTHEWS HOAK is/are accused by this Information of the crime(s) of: STALKING, 
FELONY, LC. §18-7905, which crime(s) was/were committed as follows: 
That the Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or between May 2006, 
and November 2006, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did knowingly and 
maliciously engage in a course of conduct that seriously alarms, annoys or harasses the 
INFORMATION (HOAK), Page 1 
00029" 
,. 
victim and is such as would cause a reasonable person substantial emotional distress; 
to-wit: by repeatedly writing letters to Kathryn Hendricks and sending them through 
third parties, by calling Kathryn Hendricks through a third party, and/or by causing her 
phone to ring repeatedly or continuously regardless of whether a conversation ensued 
and where the Defendant's actions constituting the offense are in violation of a no 
contact order in Ada County Case Number M0600110 and/or the Defendant has 
previously been convicted of Domestic Battery, LC. §18-918, involving the same 
victim as the present offense within seven (7) years notwithstanding the form of the 
judgment or withheld judgment. 
All of which is contrary to the form, force and effect of the statute in such case 
and against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho. 
Prosecuting Attorney 
INFORMATION (HOAK), Page 2 
00030-. 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
\,... NO 
--f~'ILED~A 
AM.___ P.fvL7 .. -
f EB O 9 2007 
.J, D.A.V!D ;\,'-'\vP,n·· Clerk 
8y S. RiLi:.\" 
c:.::ce1,n 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 














Criminal No. H0700180 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
COMES NOW, The above named Defendant, by and through his Attorney of Record, the 
Ada County Public Defender's Office, MICHAEL LOJEK, handling attorney, and moves this 
Honorable Court for its Order reducing bond in the above entitled matter, upon the grounds and 
for the reason that the bond is so unreasonably high that the Defendant, who is an indigent person 
with no funds, cannot post such bond and that Defendant has thereby been effectively denied his 
right to bail. 
DATED This Friday, February 09, 2007 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
MICHAEL LOJEK 




Session Date: 2007/02/21 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
















Case ID: 0013 
Division: DC 
Session Time: 08:36 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Page 1 
Courtroom: CR507 




Public Defender: Smith, Larry 
2007/02/21 
13:33:07 - Operator 
Recording: 
13:33:07 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
13:33:16 - General: 
·oooaa:. 
S,qssio.n: copsey022107 
present in custody - advise of rights given 
13:33:31 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
Case ID: 0023 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Page 2 
Previous audio and annotations can be found in case: 0013. 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
13:47:14 - Operator 
Recording: 
13:47:14 - Recall 
HOAK, LARRY 
13:47:31 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
english - understood advise of rights - waives reading - nam 
e is correct 
13:48:25 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
wants 3 weeks 
13:48:39 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
March 14@ 130 
13:48:50 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
argues bond 
13:50:54 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
argues against bond being reduced 
13:52:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
submits 
13:52:44 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
denies the mtn for bond reduction 
13:54:15 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
explains what will happen if the defendant violates NCO 





FEb FEB 2 6 2007 
Ada County Clerk 
A.daCOu 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
J 
NO. ____ '_"~;;::nrr. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) Criminal No. H0700180 
Plaintiff, ) 
) EX PARTE ORDER ALLOWING 
vs. ) ACCESS TO DEFENDANT 
) 




This Court hereby orders that the Ada County Sheriff shall 
allow Dr. Craig Beaver and any and all members of his staff into 
the Ada County Jail for the purpose of evaluating the defendant 
at any and all prearranged times and provide an appropriate 
place for said evaluation. 
~ 
SO ORDERED AND DATED, this c::lS' day of ---'------ 2007. 
CHERI 
District Judge 
EX PARTE ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO DEFENDANT 
Session:- --copsey031407 
Session: copsey031407 
Session Date: 2007/03/14 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 














Session Time: 08:37 
Courtroom: CR507 
Page 1 
--------------------------------- ----- - -
Case ID: 0037 
2007/03/14 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff Attorney: 




Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
14:05:47 - Operator 
Recording: 
14:05:47 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
14:05:53 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
wants set over to April 18 
14:06:05 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
understands it will be against him for speedy trial rights 
14:06:16 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 




sets over to April 18@ 130 





ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
!N0.-~;7UFILED ..... -· 
•. M. . ____ p_M .. --
APR 1 7 2007 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) _______________ ) 
Criminal No. H0700180 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
COMES NOW, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, the defendant above-named, 
by and through counsel MICHAEL W. LOJEK, Ada County Public 
Defender's Office, and hereby moves this Honorable Court for its 
order reducing bond in the above-entitled matter upon the 
grounds and for the reason that the bond is so unreasonably high 
that the defendant, who is an indigent person with out funds, 
cannot post such a bond and that Defendant has thereby been 
effectively denied his right to bail. 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 1 
00037,, 
' 
DATED, April 16, 2007. 
MICHAEL W. LOJEK 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on April 16, 2007, I mailed a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing to the Ada County 
by placing said same in the Interdffartm {al Mail. 
I 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
Prosecutor 




Session Date: 2007/04/18 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 














Case ID: 0028 
Division: DC 
Session Time: 07:57 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
2007/04/18 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Bratcher, Kimberlee 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
13:51:42 - Operator 
Recording: 
13:51:42 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
13:51:58 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
enters NG Plea - sets trial 






13:57:20 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
April 25@ 130 for bond argument 
13:57:42 - Operator 
Stop recording: 




APR 2 4 2007 
J. DAVID \·-.JA\/A(1t·t:,;_ (:le/·,: 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
By S, RILEY 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) Case No. H0700180 
Plaintiff, ) 
) MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY 
vs. ) HEARING TRANSCRIPTS 
) 




COMES NOW, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, the defendant above-named, 
by and through counsel MICHAEL W. LOJEK, Ada County Public 
Defender's Office, and moves this Court pursuant to ICR 5.1 (d) 
for an ORDER providing typewritten transcripts of the 
preliminary hearing proceedings, which were held February 7, 
2007, as they are essential and necessary for filing of pretrial 
motions. The defendant, being indigent, also requests that the 
~ MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING TRANSCRIPTS 1 
00041', 
' 
transcripts be prepared at the cost of Ada County, and as soon 
as possible. 
Due date: May 23, 2007. 
DATED, April 23, 2007. 
MICHAEL W. LOJEK 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this C ~ 
7 
day of April 2007, I 
mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing to the Ada 
County Transcript Coordinator, Rae Ann Nixon, by placing said 
same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
\ 
MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING T SCRIPTS 2 
, Session: copsey042507 
Stop recording: 
Case ID: 0028 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Page 2 
Previous audio and annotations can be found in case: 0023. 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Longhurst, Jill 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
14:14:35 - Operator 
Recording: 
14:14:35 - Recall 
HOAK, LARRY 
14:14:39 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
argues bond 
14:17:31 - State Attorney: Longhurst, Jill 
opposing bond reduction 
14:19:27 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
responds 
14:19:46 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
denies bond 
14:21:37 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
explains defendant has mtn to fire PD offic 
14:21:53 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
wants to appear pro-se 
14:22:14 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
explains rights to the defendant about being prose and that 
he is entitled to 
14:22:27 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
a attorney 
14:40:34 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
denies request for different PD 
14:42:57 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will not rule on the mtn to dismiss 
14:43:04 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will leave Mr. Lojek as counsel 




MICHAEL W. LOJEK 
Attorney for Defendant 
RECEIVED 
APR 2 4 2007 
Ada County Cle," 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) Case No. H0700180 
Plaintiff, ) 
) ORDER FOR PRELIMINARY 
vs. ) HEARING TRANSCRIPTS 
) 




For good cause appearing, this Court hereby grants the 
defendant's MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING · TRANSCRIPTS. 
Pursuant to ICR 5.l(d), typewritten transcripts of the 
preliminary hearing proceedings in this action shall be prepared 
at the expense of Ada County, and as soon as possible. 
JJ.. 
A, •• 
DATED, this ~QI-AJ'~_ day of April 2007. 
04w-C1 
CHERI C. co~ 
District Judge 
CC: Transcripts 
ORDER FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING TRANSCRIPTS 00045' 
\qs 
Wi-
r .- 2J) 
--:;; 
2;2:D 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
No. __ Q 
AM _______ ~".f-5--;,. "'-__:::...::,,---
t/ ;\ y 2 i ZOO? 
,.!,\V/O NA''~ r-i 
ey SHeH~i' ,.;;o, Ctedr . ,, 
DEPIJTY HN ,1 . 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) Case No. H0700180 
Plaintiff, ) 
) MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO 
vs. ) APPEAR IN CIVILIAN ATTIRE 
) 




COMES NOW, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, the defendant above-named, 
by and 
Defender' 
hrough counsel MICHAEL W. LOJEK, Ada County Public 
Office, and moves this Court for an ORDER allowing 
the defe to appear in court in civilian attire throughout 
the jury rial proceedings. 
The efendant's motion is made upon the grounds and for the 
reason t at the defendant would be unfairly prejudiced and not 
receive a fair trial if he were dressed like an inmate. 
MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO APPEAR IN CIVILIAN ATTIRE 
0004& 
,· 1 
DATED, this 2t.q,+ --- day of May 2007. 
MICHAEL w. LO 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this u_ day of May 2007, 
mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing to: 
GABRIEL M. HAWS 
DEPUTY PROSECUTOR 





ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE PARTMENTAL MAIL 
MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO APPEAR IN CIVILIAN ATTIRE ·" 2 
00047 • 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Gabriel M. Haws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 




MAY 2 2 2007 
J. DAVID NAVARRO, Clark 
By A. Kenoyer 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Case No. H0700180 
MOTION TO CONTINUE 
______________ ) 
COMES NOW, Gabriel M. Haws, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County, State of 
Idaho, and moves this Court to continue the Jury Trial set in the above entitled matter to a suitable 
time for Court and Counsel for the following reasons: 
1) The jury trial date was scheduled just seven (7) weeks from the entry of plea and just three 
(3) weeks from the close of discovery. 
2) Given the nature of the charges and the history between the alleged victim and the 
Defendant, there is a large amount of evidence and many facts that need careful 
examination, and likely additional investigation, prior to trial. 
For convenience of the Court, the State notes that the Defendant entered his plea of not 'guilty on 
April 18, 2007. The State calculates the Defendant has a right to trial prior to October 18, 2007. 
MOTION TO CONTINUE (HOAK), Page 1 
00048 
) 
The State request the jury trial in this case be scheduled after the first week of August 2007 and 
prior to October 18, 2007. 
DATED this 18th day of May, 2007. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By .M 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
. ....,..,,,1,. 
I DO HEREBY CERTIFY that on this -""""- day of May, 2007, this Motion to Continue 
was sent through the Interdepartmental Mail, postage prepaid, to the attention of Mike Lojek, 
Deputy Public Defender, 200 W. Front St., Room 1107, Boise, ID 83702. 
Legal Assistant 
MOTION TO CONTINUE (HOAK), Page 2 ' y 
00049 
'/ 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
MAY 2 3 2007 
J. DAVID NAVARRO, Clerk 
By A, CALLAHAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 













Criminal No. H0700180 
MOTION FOR BIFURCATED TRIAL 
COMES NOW, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, the defendant above-named, 
by and through undersigned counsel of the Ada County Public 
Defender's Office, and asks this Court to bifurcate the trial 
currently set for June 11, 2007, on the charge of STALKING IN 
THE FIRST DEGREE, a felony violation of Idaho Code§ 18-7905. 
In this case, the State charges by INFORMATION that the 
defendant's actions constitute "Stalking," as that term is 
defined by Idaho Code§ 18-7906, and that they "are in violation 





of a no-contact order in Ada County Case Number M0600110 and/or 
the defendant has previously been convicted of Domestic Battery, 
I.C. § 18-918, involving the same victim as the present offense 
within seven (7) years notwithstanding the form of the judgment 
or withheld judgment." 
Therefore, the defendant requests that this Honorable Court 
first instruct the jury on the elements of misdemeanor 
"Stalking" as described in Idaho Code § 18-7906, without 
reference to the fact that the defendant is charged with a 
felony and require the State to first prove the elements of that 
crime without reference to any no-contact order or previous 
offense. 
If and only if the jury returns a guilty verdict as to 
"Stalking" as defined by Idaho Code § 18-7906, the defendant 
requests that this Honorable Court then reconvene the jury for a 
determination that a prior valid no-contact order and/or 
domestic battery conviction existed at the time of the alleged 
"Stalking." 
If and only if the jury then determines beyond a reasonable 
doubt that there is a basis for an enhancement pursuant to Idaho 
Code § 18-7905(1), and if an INFORMATION PART II has been 
properly and timely filed, the defendant requests that this 
Honorable Court then reconvene the jury regarding a posE;ible 
additional enhancement pursuant to Idaho Code § 19-2514. 
MOTION FOR BIFURCATED TRIAL 
00051.' 
2 
The defendant's requests are made upon the grounds and for the 
reason that: 
[T]o place before a jury the charge in an 
[INDICTMENT], and to offer evidence on trial as part 
of the state's case that the defendant has previously 
been convicted of one or more offenses is to run a 
great risk of creating a prejudice in the minds of the 
jury that no instruction of the court can wholly 
erase. 
State v. Johnson, 132 Idaho 726, 730 (Ct. App. 1999) (quoting 
Edelstein v. Huneke, 140 Wash. 385, 249 P. 784 (1926)). 
In addition, a bifurcation would avoid the possibility of 
prejudice against the defendant resulting from evidence or 
knowledge of prior crimes. Such evidence or knowledge outweighs 
any policy argument regarding the complication of trial 
proceedings. State v. Wiggins, 96 Idaho 766, 780 (1975); see 
also, State v. Roy, 127 Idaho 228 (1995) ("in a DUI case where 
the charge is enhanced to a felony due to the existence of prior 
convictions, the jury should not be informed during the first 
phase of the trial that the defendant is charged with a 
felony") . See also, comment to ICJI 1274, 
determination would require a bifurcated trial." 
2:::? ~p-
DATED, this , day of May 2007. 
MOTION FOR BIFURCATED TRIAL 
MICHAEL W. LOJEK 





CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 'sz day of May 2007, I 
mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing to: 
GABRIEL M. HAWS 
DEPUTY PROSECUTOR 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 









Session Date: 2007/05/30 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Reporter: Madsen, Kim 














Session Time: 08:42 
Courtroom: CR507 
---------------------------------· ·-·-" 
Case ID: 0069 
2007/05/30 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
15:44:53 - Operator 
Recording: 
15:44:53 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
15:45:02 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
will be requesting a set over 
15:45:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 




15:47:48 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
defendant still has problems with him 
15:48:14 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
does want Mr. Lojek to be removed - wants to be represented 
by another 
15:48:38 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
attorney 
15:49:20 - Judge: Copsey, Che.ri C. 
questions the defendant about change in counsel 
16:08:16 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
questions Mr. Haws 
16:11:59 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
denies request for another cout appt counsel 
16:17:31 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
withdraws mtn to DQ PD 
16:17:42 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
has a mtn to bifercate the trial 
16:18:20 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
understand the mtn 
16:18:34 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
intends to file 404 b mtn 
16:20:14 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
feels there are hundreds of phone calls he needs to go throu 
gh 
16:20:29 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
wants to defer mtn to bifercate 
16:21:54 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not prepared to deal with defense mtn 
16:24:01 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
there has been no 404 b motion filed -
16:26:35 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
responds - no time frame to file 404 b 
16:26:43 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
giving verbal notice of the 404b 
16:28:05 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not prejudice to a party 
16:30:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
comments - issue with course of conduct 
16:33:10 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will not rule on the mtn to bifercate at this time - will gr 
ant mtn for 
16:33:22 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
defendant to appear in civil attire, and will grant states m 
tn to continue 
16:37:10 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
resets trial 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER ~ 
Attorneys for Defendant Ada county Cle,' 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) Case No. H0700180 
Plaintiff, ) 
) ORDER ALLOWING DEFENDANT TO 
vs. ) APPEAR IN CIVILIAN ATTIRE 
) 




For good cause appearing, this Court hereby grants the 
defendant's MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO APPEAR IN CIVILIAN 
ATTIRE. 
Throughout the jury trial proceedings in this case, the 
defendant shall be allowed to appear in Court wearing civilian 
attire. 
DATED, this 
__.; ~ :. I 
~l day o y 2007. 
CHERI C. COPSEY 
District Judge 
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Case No. H0700180 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO 
USE I.R.E. 404(b) and 
I.C.R. 16 
COMES NOW, Gabriel M. Haws, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the 
County of Ada, State of Idaho, and notifies the Court and Counsel of intent to use 
evidence of the Defendant's prior other crimes, wrongs or acts to establish or prove 
motive, opportunity, intent, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of 
mistake or accident pursuant to I.R.E. 404(b) and I.C.R. 16 in the State's. case in 
chief. The general nature of the evidence will include: statements by the alleged 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO USE I.R.E. 404(b) 
(HOAK) and I.C.R. 16, Page 1 
0006J.:.~. 
victim, Kathy Hendrix, of prior threats on her life and well being by the Defendant, 
statements by Kathy Hendrix regarding past reported and unreported physical abuse; 
statements by Kathy Hendrix regarding the methods in which the Defendant violated 
past no contact orders; statements by Kathy Hendricks regarding prior No Contact 
Order Violations which were dismissed or un reported; Judgments of Conviction of 
prior No Contact Order violations and crimes committed against Kathy Hendricks 
under Chapter18 Title 9 of the Idaho Code; statements by Kathy Hendricks regarding 
verbal abuse, forced sex, and property damage inflicted by the Defendant. 
The State also gives notice of intent to introduce the following evidence for 
impeachment purposes: violation of No Contact Orders with Carol Hoak; fact and 
nature of conviction for 1998 Aggravated Assault, evidence of subsequent conduct, 
namely violation of no contact order, which occurred June 26, 2007. 
DATED this / ~ 'fl-.day of_._,-.,_~ _,· (J....:....::...._l_,j.__ ______ , 2007. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
~~ 
Gabrie?t.10 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing to 
by d-iting ,th:~~ tire urured s~::""· post,,g, prepaid, this )bt day of 
~ I - .. ~--,_\ 
.------- ~ N C ... \ 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO USE I.R.E. 404(b) 
(HOAK) and I.C.R. 16, Page 2 
00062 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Gabriel M. Haws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO'---=-r=c-,--
FILED q3u A.M, ____ ,P,M--'--""---
JUL 1 8 28117 
J. DAVID NAVARRO, Clerk 
By KATIE PESANTI 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
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Case No. H0700180 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
OF STATE'S NOTICE OF 
INTENT TO USE EVIDENCE 
PURSUANT TO I.R.E. 404(b) 
AND I.C.R. 16 
COMES NOW, Gabriel M. Haws, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the 
County of Ada, State ofldaho, and moves this Court for an order in limine 
allowing the State to introduce evidence of prior domestic violence in its case-in-
chief pursuant to I.R.E. 404(b). 
In the above-entitled case, the Defendant is charged with one count 
Stalking in the first degree on/or between May 2006 and November 2006. The 
alleged course of conduct is writing letters to the Kathy Hendricks and sending 
them to Kathy Hendricks or through a third party, calling Kathy Hendricks 
through a third party, and/or by causing Kathy Hendricks' phones to ring 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF STATE'S NOTICE OF INTENT TO USE· 
EVIDENCE PURSUANT TO I.R.E. 404(b) AND I.C.R. 16 (HOAK), Page 1 OOQ~ 
continuously. The information alleges the course of conduct occurred in violation 
of a no contact order and/or the Defendant having previously been convicted of 
Domestic Battery involving Kathy Hendricks. When the detectives interviewed 
the Defendant, he denied he threatened or stalked Kathy Hendrix. He didn't deny 
being physical toward the victim in the past; however, he did not provide any 
details about the prior abuse. 
I. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
Kathy Hendricks met the Defendant in August of 2004. He contracted to paint 
Kathy's house. Around October 2004 a relationship between the Defendant and 
Kathy ensued. In November of2004 the Defendant moved into Kathy's home. 
After moving in with Kathy, the Defendant immediately restricted Kathy's contact 
with friends and family members, effectively isolating Kathy from those people 
closest to her. In November 2004 and early December 2004 the Defendant's 
demeanor changed. He became angry, controlling, and verbally abusive. He 
called her, among other things "bitch," "mother fucker," and "fucking cunt." He 
damaged property belonging to Kathy ( a lamp) and threatened her family with 
physical harm and criminal complaints. 
On or about January 18, 2005 Kathy reported to law enforcement the 
Defendant battered her by picking her up and throwing her onto a bed, which 
caused bruising. She told officers the Defendant then hurled an apple toward her 
head, but missed, causing the apple to splatter on the wall. 1 Kathy reported the he 
threatened her with bodily harm if she tried to go to the police. At that time she 
specifically reported the Defendant threatened to cut one of her legs off if she tried 
to get away, threatened give her more bruises if she told anyone about the bruises 
the he gave her, threatened to have some one come over and beat the "hell out of 
1 Ada County Sheriffs Office Department Report# 2005- 00646, 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF STATE'S NOTICE OF INTENT TO USE-
EVIDENCE PURSUANT TO I.R.E. 404(b) AND I.C.R.16 (HOAK), Page 2 . ',, 
00064 
her," and threatened to bum house down with her inside. Kathy also reported the 
Defendant had only allowed her to leave the residence once sine December 16, 
2004. 
At the time of the report, Kathy also informed police on January 14, 2005 
the Defendant became very violent when she tried to leave the residence. She 
said he pulled her out of her vehicle and physically forced her back into the 
residence. Once inside he pushed her, causing her to stumble and fall over a chair. 
She showed officers bruises she received by being forced from the vehicle and 
falling over the chair. She stated a number of times that she was afraid of the 
Defendant. Kathy subsequently cooperated with police and assisted in having him 
arrested for misdemeanor Domestic Battery and False Imprisonment. 
The magistrate court arraigned the Defendant on the Domestic Battery and 
False Imprisonment charge on January 19, 2005, and a no contact order was issued 
between Kathy and the Defendant, which listed no exceptions.2 On January 26, 
2005 law enforcement learned the Defendant called Kathy from the jail. Law 
enforcement heard, via recorded telephone recordings, the Defendant threaten 
Kathy with hanging himself and told Kathy that she "screwed up" by involving 
police. The Defendant also told Kathy to call his lawyer and tell his lawyer that 
that the charges are "bull shit," she was ''.just scared," and law enforcement had 
manipulated her testimony. 3 The Defendant was charged with violation of no 
contact order in M0502164. 
On January 31, 2005 Kathy reported she had received a telephone call from 
one of the Defendant's friends named Ron a few day earlier.4 Detective Strolberg 
listened to recorded jail phone calls made by the Defendant on January 28, 2005. 
Detective Strolberg reported she heard the Defendant call Ron and asked him to 
call Kathy for him while he waited on hold. The Defendant requested that Ron tell 
Kathy how much the Defendant loved Kathy. Ron then called Kathy and then 
2 Reflect in Ada County Criminal case M0500748. 
3 Ada County Sheriff's Office Department Report # 001122, 000989. 
4 Ada County Sheriff's Office Department Report # 001122, 000989. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF STATE'S NOTICE OF INTENT TO USE 
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returned to speak with the Defendant. Ron told the Defendant that Kathy did not 
want to talk with him and he should not be contacting her. As a result of this 
contact the Defendant was charged with violation of no contact order in Ada 
County Criminal case M0502650. 
While in custody at the Ada County Jail pending the Domestic Battery and 
False Imprisonment charge the Defendant also wrote four letters to Kathy. On 
February 23, 2005 jail staff learned the Defendant had written two letters 
addressed to a "Jean Keato" on Highlander St. in Boise. Deputy Zuberer 
discovered that Kathy's middle name was "Jean," her maiden name was "Keato," 
and Kathy lived on Highlander in Boise. Kathy confirmed to Detective Strolberg 
that her middle and maiden names are in fact Jean Keato, respectively. She also 
confirmed that she had actually received two letters from the Defendant with a 
return address of the Ada County Jail. 
In those letters the Defendant apologized to Kathy for the bedroom scene, 
throwing the apple, taking drugs and spending money on drugs, and calling her 
names. He also promised to "fix up" the things he broke and to stay away from 
drugs. The Defendant was charged with violation ofno contact order for these 
letters in Ada County Criminal case M050255 l .5 
With all four previously mentioned cases pending the Defendant out of jail 
on march 3, 2005. Kathy, regretfully, allowed him to move back into her 
residence. Around March 23, 2005, Kathy would testify the Defendant beat her up 
again, but this time she did not report the abuse. Kathy would testify she and the 
Defendant began to argue and he punched her causing bruising on her arms, to her 
ribs, and bruising to her lungs. She would testify the beating lasted eight to ten 
hours. The Defendant accompanied Kathy when she went to the emergency room 
the next day and lied to doctors. She told doctors her injury resulted when she 
pulled an attic ladder down and it hit her in the upper torso region. Kathy would 
testify she lied about her injuries because she was fearful of the Defendant. 
5 Ada County Sheriffs Office Department Report # 2209. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF STATE'S NOTICE OF INTENT TO USE· 
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She also would testify the Defendant threatened her as well, telling her he 
would make her pay if she turned him into police. She would testify he threatened 
harm to family if she did not do what he said. He specifically told her how easy it 
would be to make her disappear without anything being traced to him. He told her 
even ifhe was sent to prison, he would get her and she would not know when it 
was coming. 
Kathy would also testify at about this same time period, March through 
June 2005, the Defendant physically forced her to have sex with him, and made 
her a prisoner in her own home. 
On June 30, 2005 police officers believed the Defendant was in violation of 
the no contact order with Kathy.6 Officers arrived and spoke to Kathy, who was 
reluctant to tell officers anything regarding the Defendant whereabouts. 
Eventually, she told officers the Defendant had been staying at her residence for 
sometime and she had been trying to get him to leave. She said the Defendant fled 
before officers arrived. Officers returned a few hours later on July 1, 2005. 
Officer called into the residence and spoke with Kathy. She then assisted officers 
in having the Defendant arrested from her home. While officers were there she 
told them the Defendant had become very angry the night of June 30, 2005 and 
grabbed her by the arms causing bruising. Officers observed the physical injuries 
on Kathy's arms. The Defendant was charged in Ada County Criminal case 
M0508187 with Domestic Battery, Second in Ten Years, a Misdemeanor and two 
Violations ofno contact order.7 
On July 21, 2005 the Defendant, while in custody, pleaded guilty to the first 
Domestic Battery in M0500748, and violations ofno contact order in M0502164, 
M0502650, and M0502551.8 Kathy Hendricks was present when the Defendant 
was ordered to complete a Domestic Violence treatment pursuant to an evaluation 
6 . 
Ada County Sheriff's Office Department Report# 07514 
7 It is important to note the Defendant remained in custody all the proceeding cases rmtil October 21, 2005. 
8 Certified Judgment of Convictions for the listed cases have previously been disclosed to Cormsel for the 
Defendant. 
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he received on April 11, 2005. In that evaluation, Dr. Tom Wilson assessed the 
Defendant has a "high risk for domestic violence" based on a number of factors, 
some of which included: "sexual jealousy"; "past assaults on current or past 
intimate partners;" recent escalation in frequency of violence or severity of 
violence;" "past violations of No Contact or Protection Orders." It is important to 
note that Kathy read this evaluation at the time of the Defendant's sentencing, and 
was aware of the risk the Defendant posed to herself. The Magistrate Court also 
placed the Defendant on two year supervised probation. 
The Defendant remained in custody until October 21, 2005, two days after 
he was sentenced for the Second Domestic Battery in M0508187. 
On December 16, 2005 the Defendant again violated no contact orders in 
M0500748 and M0508187 by calling Kathy's 12-14 times and seeing her in 
person.9 Kathy answered the phone, and the Defendant talked her into coming to 
his residence to pick him up. While Kathy was with the Defendant, he forced 
Kathy to drive to him to her house so he could look around her place. On the way 
to Kathy's place the Defendant forced her to stop at a "7-11." He exited the 
vehicle, taking the keys with him, and walked around to Kathy. He then got in her 
face and menacingly threatened that if she got him in trouble with police again he 
would cut her head off. He told her that was not a threat, but a promise, no matter 
how long it took. After he returned to the vehicle, Kathy drover towards her 
residence. At some point near her residence the Defendant got out from the front 
seat of the vehicle so he could lay down in the back seat, in an effort to avoid 
being discovered in violation of the no contact orders. The moment the Defendant 
stepped out of the vehicle, Kathy sped away for fear the Defendant would harm 
her if he saw the VARDA alarms she had installed at her house for her safety. The 
Defendant was charged with violating the no contact order in M0600110. 10 
9 Ada County Sheriff's Office Department Report# 13205 and 15497. The Defendant was arrested on this 
violation on December 31, 2005. 
'
0 The Defendant pleaded guilty to that charge on April 14, 2006. 
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Between December 27, 2005 and December 31, 2005 Kathy also reported 
the Defendant continued to call her cell phone approximately ten (10) times a 
day. 11 She reported the Defendant had threatened her again by leaving a message 
on her cell which stated he would "cut her head off' and "that [ wasn't] as threat 
but a promise." Kathy also told officers that she had not been living at home 
because she was afraid of the Defendant. The Defendant was subsequently 
arrested on an agent's warrant December 31, 2005. He was charged with violating 
the no contact order and resisting and obstructing officers (the Defendant fled 
from officers before being apprehended) in M0600027. 12 
On January 4, 2006 through January 6, 2006, Officers learned via jail 
phone call recordings the Defendant called Kathy's workplace in excess of 14 
times. Officers also learned that he also called relatives and friends and tried to 
get them to call Kathy. The Defendant was charged with violation of no contact 
order in criminal case M0602176. 13 During these phone calls the Defendant left a 
number of messages for Kathy at her work. He also told his uncle that he had 
threatened to cut Kathy's head off. 
The course of conduct alleged by the State extends from May 2006 through 
November 2006. The Defendant has remained in custody continuously since 
December 31, 2005. 
Just recently, June 26, 2007, Kathy noted she had received a phone from 
the Ada County Jail even though her number is unpublished and unlisted. She 
informed Deputies of the call. Detective Stolberg reviewed the recorded jail 
phone calls made by the Defendant and learned that he indeed had called Kathy's 
number once time and let it ring four times. Detective Strolberg interviewed the 
Defendant regarding the call. The Defendant at first denied he called Kathy. 
Later, however, he admitted he had tried calling Kathy's number. 
11 
Ada County Sheriff's Office Department Report# 15696 and 15697. 
12 
This case was dismissed pursuant to plea negotiations on June 1, 2006. 
13 
Ada County Sheriff's Office Department Report # 06-00867 and Idaho State Police Case # 06-
000108. The Defendant pleaded guilty to that charge on May 16, 2006. 
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Additionally, the State received a letter signed by the Defendant, and dated 
July 2, 2007. In that letter the Defendant admitted, "[he has] feelings for [Kathy]," 
that he "had a hard time letting go of her," and "forcing someone to love [him] 
was plain craze (sic). 
Furthermore, Kathy learned early in her relationship with the Defendant 
that he had previously been convicted in Ada County for Aggravated Assault in 
1998, for which he served prison time. The State believes the following 
information is admissible for impeachment purposes if the Defendant decides to 
testify. First, the fact the Defendant was convicted for Aggravated Assault as 
noted in Ada County Criminal case H9600800. Second, the fact and nature of 
convictions in the Municipal Court Of Torrance in Los Angeles County, California 
the Defendant was convicted in the following cases: 95M12049 (four ( 4) 
violations of Protection Order with ex-wife Carol Hoak); 14 95M10657 (violation 
of Protection Order with ex-wife Carol Hoak); 15 95 M10541 (violation of 
Protection Order with ex-wife Carol Hoak). 16 
II. LAW 
To be found guilty of Stalking, a defendant must knowingly and 
maliciously engage in course of conduct that seriously alarms, annoys, or harasses 
the victim, and causes the victim reasonable and substantial emotional distress. 
I.C. § 18-7906. First Degree Stalking additionally requires, among other things, 
the actions constituting the offense are in violation of a no contact order or the 
defendant has previously been convicted within the previous seven (7) years of a 
chapter 9, title 18 crime involving the same victim. I.C. § 18-7905. 
In Idaho, evidence of prior bad acts are admissible when introduced to 
show motive, intent, plan, knowledge, and identity. I.R. E 404(b). Probative 
14 Certified Judgment of Conviction has previously been disclosed to Counsel for the Defendant. 
15 Certified Judgment of Conviction has previously been disclosed to Counsel for the Defendant. 
16 Certified Judgment of Conviction has previously been disclosed to Counsel for the Defendant. 
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404(b) evidence is admissible unless the probative value is substantially 
outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. I.R.E. 403. 
In State v. Cherry, the Court of Appeals upheld the district court's ruling 
which admitted evidence of the defendant's prior arrest for trespass at the request 
of murder victim just three days prior to the defendant killing the victim. 139 
Idaho 579, 83 P.3d 123 (Ct.App.2003). The Court of Appeals reasoned, the 
trespass evidence was admissible to prove the Defendant had a motive to kill the 
victim and to prove he killed the victim with malice aforethought and/or 
premeditation. Id, at 585, 83 P.3d at 129. "The evidence provided the jury a more 
complete picture of the hostility that existed between the defendant, Cherry, and 
victim, Foutz, just prior to Foutz's death." Id. The Court of Appeals engaged in a 
403 analysis and determined the evidence was highly probative of the defendant's 
motive and intent to commit the killing, and was not outweighed by the danger of 
unfair prejudice. Id. 
Other jurisdictions have allowed the admission of evidence of prior 
domestic violence under rule similar to Idaho's Rule of Evidence 404(b ). 17 The 
Kansas Supreme Court upheld the admission of prior abuse evidence (independent 
ofK.S.A. 60-455 18) between the same parties, where the evidence was offered not 
for the purpose of proving distinct offenses, but to establish the relationship of the 
parties, the existence of a continuous course of conduct between those parties, or 
to corroborate the testimony of witnesses. See State v. Green, 652 P.2d 697 (Kan. 
1982). In Green, the Supreme Court of Kansas upheld the trial court's admission 
of prior domestic abuse in a murder trial where the defendant was on trial for 
murdering his wife with an ax. The trial court allowed the admission of evidence 
of an incident that had occurred a year prior to the murder where the defendant 
had thrown a small hatchet at the victim, requiring stitches. The defendant had 
been convicted of battery for that incident. The trial court also allowed evidence 
17 The State notes this case has a strong domestic violence under current. For that reason, the State cites to 
cases involving domestic violence. 
18 This appears to be the equivalent ofldaho's Rule 404(b). 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF STATE'S NOTICE OF INTENT TO USE . 
EVIDENCE PURSUANT TO I.R.E. 404(b) AND I.C.R. 16 (HOAK), Page 9 
00071'. ~ 
J 
of two pending assault cases against the defendant in which his wife was the 
victim. The Kansas Supreme Court upheld the admission of these prior incidents, 
noting that "where a marital homicide is involved, evidence of a discordant marital 
relationship, and of the defendant's previous ill treatment of his wife, including 
prior threats to kill her, is competent as bearing on the defendant's motive and 
intent." Id. at 701. 
Similarly, in State v. Ortega, 669 P.2d 935 (Wyo. 1983), overruled on other 
grounds, the Wyoming Supreme Court acknowledged the significance of 
understanding the context of the relationship between the victim and the abuser in 
domestic violence cases to prove motive. In a murder trial where the defendant 
was charged with the killing of his wife, the Wyoming Supreme Court upheld the 
admission of prior domestic violence that had occurred two months prior to her 
death. The 404(b) evidence consisted ofa neighbor's testimony that the defendant 
was seen arguing with his wife, pushing her down and urinating in the direction 
she had fallen. The Court noted that this evidence was relevant to establish motive 
in light of the defendant's claim that the shooting was a mistake or accident. The 
Court reasoned that the neighbor's testimony undermined such a claim. "The act 
of urinating upon one's own spouse is a deliberate act and is indicative of a 
complete lack of respect for the spouse as a human being. The testimony provides 
insight into a person's feelings for another which may help establish motive, a 
permissible use of prior behavior under Rule 404(b )." Id. at 944. The Court also 
went on to conclude that this evidence was admissible under Rule 403 as well. Id. 
In State v. Smith, 522 S.E.2d 598 (S.C. 1999), the Supreme Court of South 
Carolina held that evidence of the defendant's prior domestic violence conviction 
involving his wife three months before the fatal shooting of his infant daughter as 
she was being held by the victim (the defendant's wife), was admissible in a 
prosecution for murder and assault and battery with intent to kill. The Court held 
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that it was relevant to prove intent to kill 19 and the absence of mistake or accident. 
Nor did the Court find that the evidence was unfairly prejudicial to the defendant. 
Id. at 601. It has also been held that evidence of the defendant punching the 
victim on two prior occasions is admissible in a trial for a non-domestic violence 
reckless assault because it is relevant to show motive, intent, and identity. State v. 
Camera, 839 A.2d 613 (App. Conn. 2004), cert. denied 845 A.2d 412 (Conn. 
2004). 
In State v. Rodriquez, 636 N.W.2d 234 (Iowa 2001), the Iowa Supreme 
Court addressed the issue of whether prior and subsequent acts of domestic 
violence are admissible in a domestic violence case. In Rodriquez, the defendant 
was charged with attempted murder, willful injury, third-degree kidnapping, 
aggravated domestic assault, and serious domestic assault for beating his girlfriend 
with a metal belt buckle, hitting her, kicking her in the head, chest and abdomen, 
and for stomping on her neck for which she was treated at a hospital. The victim 
refused to identify the defendant by name as the perpetrator until after he chased 
her with a knife approximately one month later, at which point he was charged 
with the above-listed crimes. The State sought to introduce evidence from the 
victim and her mother regarding other incidents of abuse. The trial court 
permitted the State to introduce prior incidents of abuse as well as the subsequent 
knife incident. The State also offered the testimony of a domestic violence expert 
who testified about the battered women's syndrome. 
The testimony about the domestic violence in this relationship consisted of 
the following: incidents where the defendant punched the victim, threatened her 
with a gun, attempted to strangle her, slapped her, twisted her arm, burned her lips 
with a curling iron, and hit her abdomen causing her to suffer a miscarriage. The 
testimony also consisted of threats the defendant made to the victim in which he 
threatened to harm her or kill her if she ever reported the abuse. In upholding the 
admission of the prior domestic violence evidence, the Court noted that Rule 
19 It was relevant as to the issue of intent to kill under a transferred intent theory. 
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404(b) "seeks to exclude evidence that serves no purpose except to show the 
defendant is a bad person, from which the jury is likely to infer he or she 
committed the crime. Accordingly, to be admissible, evidence must be relevant to 
prove some fact or element in issue other than the defendant's criminal 
disposition." Id. at 239-41 (internal quotations and citations omitted). 
The Court determined that the prior incidents were relevant to establish 
"confinement" and the intent to secretly confine the victim for purposes of the 
kidnapping charge and whether the defendant intended to cause serious injury for 
purposes of the willful injury and kidnapping charges. The Court further upheld 
the trial court's Rule 403 balancing. Id. at 240-44. It should also be noted that the 
Court concluded that even if it was error to admit the subsequent violence, it was 
harmless error. Id. at 244-45. 
In State v. Sanders, 716 A.2d 11 (Vt. 1998), rehearing denied (1998), the 
defendant was charged with aggravated domestic assault for wielding a knife at his 
live-in girlfriend and stating: "someone is going to die ... who's it gonna be." 
The Supreme Court of Vermont upheld the admission of prior domestic abuse, 
which included an incident where the defendant strangled the victim and threw her 
across the room, causing a bloody nose and another incident where the defendant 
took the victim's car and screamed threats at her, saying he would never leave 
without a fight. Id. at 12-14. 
The Court concluded that it did not need to decide whether the prior bad 
acts were admissible solely to establish fear or intent because "the evidence was 
relevant also to portray the history surrounding the abusive relationship, providing 
the needed context for the behavior in issue. The purpose of establishing the 
defendant's history of abusing the victim is not to show his general character for 
such abuse, but to provide the jury with an understanding of the defendant's 
actions on the date in question." Id. at 13. The Court further reasoned that 
"[a]llegations of a single act of domestic violence, taken out of situational context, 
are likely to seem 'incongruous and incredible' to a jury. Without knowing the 
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history of the relationship between the defendant and the victim, jurors may not 
believe the victim was actua1ly abused, since domestic violence is 'learned, 
controlling behavior aimed at gaining another's compliance through multiple 
incidents. The prior occasions tend to prove that defendant meant to threaten and 
intimidate his friend when he raised the knife and said 'someone is going to die."' 
Id. (internal quotations and citations omitted). The Court concluded that the trial 
court did not err in admitting the evidence pursuant to Rule 404(b) and that it did 
not abuse its discretion in determining that the evidence was more probative than 
prejudicial. Id.; see also State v. Hendricks, 787 A.2d 1270 (Vt. 2001) (at 
defendant's trial for second-degree assault, trial court did not err in admitting 
evidence of two prior incidents of domestic violence between defendant and same 
victim); Trujillo v. State, 953 P.2d 1182 (Wyo. 1998) (proper to admit at trial 
evidence of other assaults against defendant's girlfriend (charged victim); threats 
against potential witnesses; and evidence of other acts of assaultive conduct to 
corroborate victim girlfriend's testimony in light of defendant's attack on her 
credibility, where defendant was convicted of aggravated assault, battery and 
kidnapping); State v. Doe, 136 Idaho 427,432, 34 P.3d 1110, 1115 (Ct.App.2001) 
(Proper to admit testimony of three previously victimized witnesses to show an 
"evidentiary plan or pattern that tends to make the alleged incident more plausible 
or probable.") 
III. DISCUSSION 
A. The Existence Of A No Contact Order Between The Defendant and Kathy 
At The Time Of the A11eged Course Of Conduct Is Relevant and 
Admissible. 
As a1leged in the State's Information, one element of the crime is the course of 
conduct a1leged actua1ly occurred in violation of a no contact order. J.C. § 18-
7905. The presence of a no contact order is relevant to prove an element of the 
crime and is not propensity evidence. This evidence is highly probative as it 
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proves an element of the crime. Although this evidence could be prejudicial to the 
Defendant, the State does not perceive any unfair prejudice. 
The presence of a no contact order at the time of alleged course of conduct is 
also relevant to explain that Kathy felt alarmed, annoyed, or harassed by the 
Defendant. The fact of the Defendant's course of conduct was in violation of a 
court order also proves the reasonableness of her substantial emotional distress. 
Because Kathy's feelings of alarm, annoyance, harassment, and emotional 
distressed are elements of the crime, the fact the Defendant engaged in course of 
conduct in violation of a no contact order is highly probative for purposes other 
than propensity. Again, the State does not perceive any unfair prejudice. 
B. The Fact and Nature Of The Defendant's Prior Convictions For Violation 
of No Contact Orders ls Relevant And Admissible. 
The fact the Defendant was previously convicted for violating no contact 
orders with Kathy Hendricks is relevant for the following reasons: 1) it is evidence 
of the Defendant's intent; 2) it is evidence of a common scheme or plan to 
maliciously harass or annoy Kathy; 3) it proves several elements of the crime 
relating to Kathy's annoyance, alarm, and substantial emotional distress; 4) it 
establishes the context and circumstances of the Defendant's relationship with 
Kathy. 
To be guilty of stalking the State must prove the Defendant knowingly engaged 
in a course of conduct with malicious intent. The fact the course of conduct he 
engaged in by calling or sending letters to Kathy in this case was the same type of 
behavior he was previously convicted of in the no contact order violations shows 
his alleged behavior in this case was not an accident or mistake. Rather, they were 
done knowingly. 
Additionally, past contact with Kathy in violation of a no contact order helps 
the jury to understand the context of the relationship between the Kathy and her 
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abuser-the Defendant-and is relevant to proving the Defendant's motive for 
stalking her. State v. Ortega, 669 P.2d 935 (Wyo. 1983). The fact and nature of 
the Defendant's past no contact order violations demonstrate to the jury the 
Defendant's unwillingness to heed Kathy's wishes to be left alone in this case. By 
contacting Kathy in the same manner as the previous convictions and knowing he 
had been convicted of that crime previously, essentially, the Defendant is telling 
Kathy, by his continued efforts to contact her, that "no matter what you do, the 
police do, or the court does, I will still find you and contact you." Thereby proving 
not only his malicious intent when he engaged in the same type of conduct for 
which he was previously convicted, but a common scheme or plan to annoy or 
harass Kathy Hendricks. 
The Idaho Code requires the victim of stalking to feel "seriously" alarmed or 
harassed and "substantially" emotionally distressed. Individual jurors may not 
only define these terms differently, but also require different levels of proof to 
meet their definitions. Therefore, the fact and nature of the Defendant's prior 
convictions for no contact order violations is relevant because it allows the jury to 
accurately assess the credibility of Kathy's feelings of alarm, harassment, and 
distress. That is, the fact the Defendant violated the no contact order in the past 
with Kathy, makes it more probable that Kathy Hendricks was seriously alarmed 
and substantially emotionally distressed.20 It makes it more probable that Kathy 
wondered when the harassment would stop and to what lengths the Defendant 
would go to force her to be a part of his life. In essence, as in State v. Green, the 
evidence would establish the discordant relationship of the parties and the 
continuous course of conduct between those parties. 652 P.2d 697 (Kan. 1982). 
The fact and nature of the Defendant's prior conviction for no contact order 
violations is, therefore, relevant for purposes other than proving propensity. 
Furthermore, the evidence is highly probative of the Defendant's motives and 
20 
See State v. Doe, 136 Idaho at 431, 34 P .3d at 1114 (0.App.2001 ), ("Evidence of all the incidents of 
abuse, taken together, may provide an evidentiary plan or pattern that tends to make the alleged incidents 
more plausible and probable.") 
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intent, and Kathy's fearfulness and anxiety. Because in the State's case in chief 
the State would be proving the presence of a no contact order and the Defendant's 
violations thereof, any unfair prejudice is minimal as it would not "overmaster the 
jury to hostility" against the Defendant. 
C. The Fact And Nature Of The Defendant's Prior Convictions for Domestic 
Battery. and Kathy's Statements Of Unreported Physical Abuse Are 
Relevant And Highly Probative. 
The Defendant's prior convictions for misdemeanor domestic battery and 
Kathy's statement of unreported physical abuse are relevant for purposes other 
than propensity. First, the fact and nature of the prior convictions, and the 
unreported abuse are relevant to 
portray the history surrounding the abusive relationship, providing the 
needed context for the behavior in issue. The purpose of establishing the 
Defendant's history of abusing the victim is not to show his general 
character for such abuse, but to provide the jury with an understanding of 
the Defendant's actions on the date in question ... Without knowing the 
history of the relationship between the defendant and the victim, jurors may 
not believe the victim was actually abused, since domestic violence is 
'learned, controlling behavior aimed at gaining another compliance through 
multiple incidents. The prior occasions tend to prove that defendant meant 
to threaten and intimidate .. .' State v. Sanders, 716 A.2d 11 (Vt. 1998). 
Thus, the Defendant's prior convictions bear on his intent to harass, alarm or 
annoy, his motive to control, and a common scheme or plan to intimidate and 
threaten Kathy Hendricks. 
Second, the fact and nature of the Defendant's prior misdemeanor domestic 
battery convictions against Kathy and her statements of prior unreported physical 
abuse help jurors understand whether her feelings of alarm, annoyance, or 
harassment were serious and whether her distress was reasonable and substantial. 
This is in line with Judge Lansings concurring opinion in State v. Alsanea, where 
she states, "past threats toward the girlfriend were not isolated incidents unrelated 
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to the behavior for which he was charged ... Rather, they were part of an ongoing 
course of harassment that was still continuing ... " 138 Idaho 733, 746 
(Ct.App.2003). The fact and nature of the prior convictions and statements of 
prior unreported abuse make it easier for the jury to understand the significance of 
the Defendant's alleged course of conduct, because it provides the jury a "more 
complete picture of the [Defendant's] hostility" toward Kathy. State v. Cherry, 
139 Idaho 579, 585, 83 P.3d 123, 129 (Ct.App.2003). 
Third, the fact of conviction is also relevant to the Kathy's credibility in 
explaining the nature of her relationship and the fears she felt when the Defendant 
engaged in the alleged course of conduct. 
Because the evidence of the fact and nature of conviction is not being 
offered to prove the Defendant's propensity, but rather his intent, motive, plan, 
and Kathy's reasonableness, the high probative value of this evidence is not 
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. 21 
D. The Fact And Nature Of The Defendant's Verbal Abuse and Threats Are 
Relevant For Purposes Other Than Propensity And the Probative Value Far 
Outweighs Any Unfair Prejudicial Effect. 
Kathy Hendricks will testify that the Defendant became verbally abusive 
towards her soon after moving into her residence in November of 2004. She will 
testify he called her crude names,22 belittled her and berated her. She will testify 
that the verbal abuse not only resumed after he bonded out of jail in March of 
2005, but increased in severity. She will testify the Defendant damaged her 
property, specifically a lamp and other minor damage to her residence. She will 
also testify the Defendant forced her to have sex with him on a number of 
occasions between April and June 2005, which degraded her. 
21 
The unfair prejudice is lessened too by the fact that the jury may likely the no contact orders in effect 
were in relation to the domestic battery convictions. However, any unfair prejudice may be minimized 
with a curative instruction. 
22 "bitch;" "fucking cunt;" and "mother fucker." 
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The State offers the evidence of verbal abuse, property damage, and forced sex 
not to show the Defendant acted in conformity therewith when he engaged in the 
alleged course of conduct. Rather, to portray for the jury the history of the 
Defendant's and Kathy's relationship so they can better assess whether the 
Defendant had a malicious intent when he engaged in the alleged course of 
conduct. 
The State intends to lay foundation through a Domestic Violence expert 
testimony that verbal abuse, property damage, and forced sex is indicative of a 
intimate partner violence and that perpetrators of the abuse engage in that behavior 
to intimidate and exert control their partners. Thus, evidence of verbal abuse, 
property damage, and forced sex perpetrated by the Defendant on Kathy 
Hendricks also tends to prove the Defendant's intent and common scheme or plan 
to intimidate and control her. It also demonstrates to the jury the reasonableness 
of the emotional distress she felt as a result of the Defendant's conduct. 
Regarding threats, Kathy will also testify the Defendant threatened her health 
and well being a number of times. Some of those included: 
• threats to cut her leg off, 
• "beat the hell out of her," 
• give her more bruises if she told anyone where the bruises she received 
came from, 
• bum her house down with her inside, 
• to hang himself for her, 
• to physically harm her family, 
• to file criminal complaints against her and her family, 
• and to cut her head off. In one of the letters written by the Defendant to 
Kathy during the alleged course of conduct; the Defendant references 
the Alofa Time case, saying "I'm sorry that bastard cut his wife's head 
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off, but that's the story of our lives, you and me"23 and telling Kathy it 
was not a threat but a promise and just a matter of time before it 
happened. 
The Defendant, in a recorded telephone conversation with his uncle, admitted 
that the told Kathy that he would cut her head off if he went to prison. This 
evidence, coupled with past physical abuse, is relevant to portray the distress and 
alarm Kathy felt when the Defendant wrote her letters and tried to call her from 
the jail. It is "evidence of the discordant ... relationship and of the Defendant's 
previous ill treatment of [Kathy], including prior threats to kill her, is competent as 
bearing on the Defendant's motive and intent." State v. Green, 652 P.2d 697, 701 
(Kan.1982). It therefore, allows the jury to better assess whether the alarm, 
harassment, or annoyance was "serious", and whether the distress was 
"substantial," by giving them a context for the Defendant's behavior. Following 
the reasoning in State v. Cherry, "the evidence provide[ s] the jury a more 
complete picture of the hostility that exist[s] between" the Defendant and Kathy at 
the time the alleged course of conduct occurred. 139 Idaho 579, 83 P.3d 123 
(Ct.App.2003). 
E. Evidence Of The Defendant's Subsequent Conduct on June 26, 2007, Prior 
No Contact Or Protection Order Violations With His Ex-Wife, The Fact of 
A Prior Aggravated Assault Conviction In 1998 Are Admissible For 
Impeachment or Rebuttal Purposes. 
The State cannot anticipate what the Defendant's theory will be in this case. 
Likewise, the State cannot anticipate what the Defendant will say if he decides to 
testify. So, in an abundance of caution the State provides Court and Counsel of 
notice of its intent either to impeach the Defendant or produce the aforementioned 
evidence in rebuttal if the Defendant opens the door through cross examination, 
the Defendant's testimony, or otherwise. 
23 In this case the Time was accused in Canyon County of beheading his wife in CR 06-16378. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 
For the foregoing reasons, the State is requesting that this Court allow the 
State to introduce evidence of this Defendant's prior abuse of this victim at trial as 
404(b) evidence. 
DATED This { e, 1h day July 2007. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
~ 
By:~:l M. Haws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Memorandum in 
Support of State's Notice of Intent to Use 404(b) Evidence was furnished to: 
Michael Lojek, Ada County Public Defender, 200 W. Front Street, Room 1107, 
Boise, ID 83702, by depositing same in the Interdepartmental/U.S. Mail, this __ 
~ day of July 2007. 
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Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
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Fax: 287-7709 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
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Case No. H0700180 
MOTION FOR LEA VE TO FILE 
INFORMATION 
PART II 
COMES NOW, Gabriel M. Haws, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho and moves this Court for its order extending time to file an Information, Part 
II, in the above-matter based on what the State believes is the defendant's prior record as set out 
below. 
That the defendant was convicted of the crimes of AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, Felony, 
and MALICIOUS INJURY TO PROPER1Y, Felony on or about the 19th day of June, 1986; 
MOTION FOR LEA VE TO FILE INFORMATION fl// PART II (HOAK), Page 1 00083'. 
.,If,_•. 
POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE WITHOUT A PRESCRIPTION, Felony, on 
or about the 28th day of September, 1990; and AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, Felony, on or about 
the 5th day of December, 1996. 
The State needs additional time to acquire proper documentation of the Judgments of 
Conviction to support the Information, Part II. The State's information as to the defendant's prior 
record is based on a state or national records check. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 'J.~ day of ,L{j_,~ 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
MOTION FOR LEA VE TO FILE INFORMATION 
PART II (HOAK), Page 2 
2007. 
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GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Gabriel M. Haws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
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JUL 2 7'2007 
J. DAVID NAVARRO, Clerk 
By R. CALLAHAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Case No. H0700180 
MEMORANDUM IN 
SUPPORT OF ADMISSION 
OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
EXPERT WITNESS 
TESTIMONY 
COMES NOW, Gabriel M. Haws, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the 
County of Ada, State of Idaho, and offers a Memorandum in support of the 
admission of a domestic violence expert's testimony. The reasons the State seeks 
the admission of a domestic violence expert's testimony is, even though the 
Information charges the Defendant with Stalking, the State believes expert 
testimony will assist the jury in understanding the elements the State must prove to 
establish Stalking, as well as assist the jury in evaluating the credibility of victim. 
The State must prove not only the Defendant's knowing and malicious intent, but 
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that through his conduct the victim felt alanned, annoyed, or harassed, and she 
suffered reasonable substantial emotional distress. 
The State provided notice to the defense of its intention to call a domestic 
violence expert witness at trial in this case and further documented the topics of 
her testimony in a Discovery Addendum filed July 27, 2007. 
The State hereby offers this Memorandum in support of the admission of 
such testimony. Idaho Rule of Evidence 702 provides that: 
If scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge will 
assist the trier of fact to understand the evidence or to detennine a 
fact in issue, a witness qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, 
experience, training, or education, may testify thereto in the fonn of 
an opinion or otherwise. I.R.E. 702. 
Expert testimony is admissible if it will assist the trier of fact to understand 
the evidence or to detennine a fact in issue. As has been outlined in the State's 
Memorandum in Support of 404(b) evidence, there has been a long history of 
domestic violence \ and manipulation by this Defendant against this victim. In 
addition, the victim's credibility will be at issue given that her feelings of 
harassment, alarm, and substantial emotional distress are elements of the crime. 
The State is not seeking to admit evidence through an opinion by the 
State's expert witness that the abuse in fact occurred in this case or even that this 
victim is the victim of domestic violence. In fact, the State specifically chose an 
expert who has not counseled this victim. The expert the State seeks to use in this 
case has not interviewed the victim. Nor does this expert know the. victim. 
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Therefore, the State is not seeking to have the expert opine about whether the 
abuse did in fact occur in this case. 
Rather, the State is seeking to have the expert educate the jury in general 
terms about the dynamics of domestic violence and to explain the reasons why a 
domestic violence victim might view the acts by an abuser as more threatening 
and alarming than if the same acts were viewed without an understanding of the 
circumstances in which they were perpetrated; what an abuser intends to 
accomplish by inflicting abuse upon a victim; why a domestic violence victim may 
choose to stay with the abuser. Specifically, the State seeks to elicit the following 
information from the domestic violence expert regarding the dynamics of domestic 
violence: 
a. General atmosphere of domestic violence (i.e. verbal abuse, threats 
and intimidation, forced sex, abuse of pets, etc); 
b. Escalation of abuse and the concept of power and control as it relates 
to domestic violence; 
c. Explanation of cycle of violence; 
d. Why victims do not always report domestic violence and why victims 
would be reluctant to report domestic violence (i.e., late disclosure and 
non-disclosure issues surrounding domestic violence); 
e. What are the barriers to victims leaving domestic violence 
relationships and why it is not uncommon for victims to remain in 
such abusive relationships; 
f. The effects of domestic violence on victims. 
As part of the dynamics of domestic violence, there is often victim blaming that 
occurs, i.e., either the abuser blames the victim for causing the abuse (for example, 
it is the victim's fault for pushing the abuser's buttons or doing something the 
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abuser dislikes) or the victim minimizes or blames herself for the abuse ( for 
example, she thinks she set the abuser off by pushing his buttons). 
In child abuse cases, experts are pennitted to testify in general terms about 
the progression of child abuse. See State v. Dutt, 139 Idaho 99 (Ct. App. 2003), 
rev. denied July 28, 2003. In Dutt, the Court of Appeals upheld the trial court's 
decision to allow expert testimony about child abuse. The Court of Appeals noted 
that the expert witness did not testify that it was her opinion that the victim had 
been sexually abused. The expert's testimony dealt with the general progression 
of child abuse through various phases, as well as the behavior and characteristics 
of the victim and the offender during the progression through those phases. The 
expert offered no opinion about the experiences or credibility of the victim in the 
case at hand. She testified that she had not treated or counseled the victim and she 
had no connection to the facts of that case. Id. at 104. 
The Court in Dutt further stated that the "issue of whether the victim's 
conduct in disclosing the details of her sexual abuse in the present case was 
consistent with the behavior of other sexually abused children was a matter 
beyond the common experience of the jury and was, therefore, a proper subject of 
the testimony by a qualified expert." Id. at 105. The Court further explained that 
the expert's "generalized testimony gave the jurors specialized knowledge that 
could assist them in evaluating the victim's credibility." Id. The Court held that 
the district court did not abuse its discretion in admitting the expert's testimony 
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regarding the general behavioral and emotional characteristics of victim and 
offender in child sexual abuse cases. Id. 
Similarly, in the present case, where domestic violence is a strong 
undercurrent, generalized testimony regarding domestic violence will give the 
jurors specialized knowledge that will assist them in evaluating the victim's 
credibility, and the reasonableness of her fears and anxieties relating to the alleged 
course of conduct in this case. An expert can give the jurors an understanding of 
the dynamics of domestic violence and the general behavioral and emotional 
characteristics of the victim and offender that are beyond the scope of a juror's 
common experience. The typical juror will not understand why a victim would 
not report the abuse; why a victim would remain in an abusive relationship; what 
the barriers are to leaving an abusive relationship; why there would be a delayed 
disclosure; why a simple letter or phone call can greatly impact a victim; and, the 
other information as is outlined above. 
Domestic violence cases are much like child abuse cases in that victims are 
dealing with similar dynamics. There is a progression of violence that occurs in 
domestic violence cases just as there is a progression of child abuse. In child 
abuse cases, there is often a period of grooming that takes place before the sexual 
abuse begins. Similarly, in domestic violence cases there is often an escalation of 
abuse from verbal abuse (for example, lowering self-esteem and name-calling) to 
property damage and ultimately physical abuse. Both classes of abusers engage in 
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behavior geared toward manipulating and controlling their victims. Both classes 
of victims are vulnerable and fear retaliation if they disclose. Both classes of 
victims fear that they won't be believed if they disclose. Domestic violence 
victims are often isolated from their support systems, which makes disclosure that 
much more difficult. 
In State v. Rodriguez, 636 N.W.2d 234 (Iowa 2001),1 the Iowa Supreme 
Court addressed the issue of whether a domestic violence expert's testimony is 
admissible in a domestic violence trial. The domestic violence expert testified 
regarding the following: the elements of a domestic violence relationship ( or the 
"cycle of violence"); how the different aspects of power and control are used by 
the abuser against the victim; how it is very common for the abuser to refuse to 
allow the victim to see her family and to isolate the victim from others so they 
don't know what is going on, which extends to controlling the victim's ability to 
work, access economic resources and medical treatment; the battered women's 
syndrome; the fact that continued exposure to domestic violence leads to a feeling 
of helplessness where the victim believes what she is being told by the abuser (that 
she is ignorant, stupid, ugly, a terrible mother, and so on); the victim feeling 
trapped and unable to leave; the national average that it takes a victim about seven 
times to finally leave an abusive relationship; the fact that it is common for a 
victim to deny that the incident took place or for a victim to be reluctant to testify 
1 The factual background of this case was outlined in the State's Memorandum in Support of Notice of 
Intent to Use l.R.E. 404(b) Evidence. 
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against the batterer which is often a reaction out of fear; the fact that a victim is in 
the most danger when she tries to leave the abusive relationship; and that although 
she had met the victim in that case, she had no personal information about the 
facts of the case at hand. Id. at 245. 
The Court rejected the defendant's argument that the testimony was not 
relevant because the victim did not recant her story so as to put her credibility at 
issue. The Court reasoned as follows: 
We think [the domestic violence expert's] testimony 
allowed the jury to view both the defendant's and the 
victim's behavior in the context of the nature of their 
relationship, which clearly reflected a 'cycle of 
violence.' Moreover, the testimony of the expert on 
battered women's syndrome gave the jury information 
that it needed understand the significance and meaning 
of the defendant's conduct and to understand the 
victim's reaction to that conduct. Thus, this evidence 
assisted the jury in resolving the disputed issues of 
confinement and intent. We conclude, therefore, that 
the trial court did not abuse its discretion in admitting 
this testimony. 
Id. at 246; see also Trujillo v. State, 953 P.2d 1182 (Wyo. 1998) (held not 
plain error to admit domestic violence expert's testimony to explain victim's 
behavior). 
Similarly, in the present case, the testimony of a domestic violence expert 
will assist the jury in understanding the context of the nature of the relationship 
between the Defendant and the victim and give the jury information necessary to 
understanding the significance and meaning of the "[D]efendant's conduct" and 
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the "victim's reaction to that conduct" in this case. Id. The State must establish 
that the Defendant knowingly and maliciously engaged in a course of conduct. 
"Course of conduct" is briefly defined as non-consensual contact with the alleged 
victim. J.C.§ 18-7004 (2)(a) (c). Thus, the State must prove the Defendant knew 
his attempts to contact the victim were non-consensual and his actions were 
knowing and malicious. The State must also establish that the Defendant's 
conduct annoyed, alarmed, or harassed the victim, and caused her substantial 
emotional distress. This proffered evidence will assist the jury in resolving the 
disputed issues related to the Defendant's intent as well as why it is that the victim 
felt annoyed, alarmed, or harassed. The proffered evidence would help the jury 
understand that the nature and dynamics of a domestic violence relationship go far 
beyond only one snapshot in time that the jury would see if they are not allowed to 
understand the dynamics underlying domestic violence relationships. Thus, a 
domestic violence expert would provide testimony that would aid the jury in 
deciding whether a reasonable person, having suffered what the victim suffered, 
would feel substantial emotional distress due to the Defendant's conduct. It will 
assist the jury to understand that a victim having been in a domestic violence 
relationship views an abuser's conduct differently than maybe an ordinary person 
would. 
In addition, the State is not seeking to offer the expert's opinion that this 
victim was in fact a victim of domestic violence. Nor is the State seeking to offer 
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her opinion that the victim is credible. Indeed, the expert has not even met the 
victim in this case and has not reviewed the police reports in this case. 
Certainly, this Court can provide a limiting instruction to the jury to 
preclude the jury from using this testimony for an improper purpose. 
A domestic violence expert witness will assist the jury in understanding a 
dynamic that is outside the scope of the jurors' common experience. Because such 
testimony will be limited to the generalized concepts of domestic violence and will 
not be specific to the victim in this case, and because the Court can offer a limiting 
instruction to ensure that the jury does not use this testimony for an improper 
purpose, the State should be entitled to offer such testimony. 
DATED This ;!. 71h.. day of July 2007. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
.<t-&.H,ws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Memorandum in 
Support of Domestic Violence Expert Testimony was furnished to: Michael 
Lojek, Ada County Public Defender, 200 W. Front Street, Room 1107, Boise, ID 
83702, by depositing same in the Interdepartmental Mail, this 8-1 ~ day of July 
2007. 
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Case No. H0700180 
MOTION IN LIMINE 
LARRY MATHEW HOAK, 
Defendant, 
COMES NOW, Gabriel M. Haws, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the 
County of Ada, State of Idaho, and moves this Court in limine to make the 
following ruling: the admissibility of Boise Police Department Detective Angie 
Bevier's testimony regarding domestic violence. Specifically, the State seeks a 
ruling on the admissibility of Detective Bevier' s testimony regarding the following 
items: 
a. General atmosphere of domestic violence (i.e. verbal abuse, threats 
and intimidation, forced sex, abuse of pets, etc); 
b. Escalation of abuse and the concept of power and control as it relates 
to domestic violence; 
c. Explanation of cycle of violence; 
oooBs·. 
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d. Why victims do not always report domestic violence and why victims 
would be reluctant to report domestic violence (i.e., late disclosure and 
non-disclosure issues surrounding domestic violence); 
e. What are the barriers to victims leaving domestic violence 
relationships and why it is not uncommon for victims to remain in 
such abusive relationships; and, 
f. The effects of domestic violence on victims. 
DATED this ti. 'Z-] day of July, 2007. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecutor 
By: Gabriel M. Haws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this d'f day 0~2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing Fourth Addendum to Discovery was served to Mike 
Lojek, Public Defender, 200 W. Front Street, Room 1107, Boise, ID 83702, in the 
manner noted below: 
0 By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
~~-,;-. ~\ e\ll 
Legal Ass· \j 
00000" 
.~ 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
AUG O 7 2007 
J. DAVID NAVAi"IRO, Clerk 
By R. CALLAHAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, 
Defendant. 
Case No. H0700180 
OBJECTION TO STATE'S MOTION 
TO USE 404(b), EXPERT WITNESS 
TESTIMONY, IMPEACHMENT 
EVIDENCE, AND TO 
FILE INFORMATION PART II 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF OBJECTIONS 
I. 
Evidence of the Defendant's Other Crimes, Wrongs, Or Acts is Not Relevant 
Rule 401 of the· Idaho Rules of Evidence defines "relevant" evidence as any evidence 
having any tendency to make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the 
determination of the action more probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence. 
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that "evidence must be relevant to a material disputed issue 
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concerning the crime charged." State v. Moore, 120 Idaho 743, 745, 819 P.2d 1143, 1145 
( 1991 ). Pursuant to Rule 402, evidence that is not relevant is not admissible. 
The State seeks to introduce evidence of certain events involving the defendant, Ms. 
Kathy Hendricks, the alleged victim in this case, and others that occurred or allegedly occurred 
in the latter parts of 2004 and at various times in 2005, 2006, and 2007. However, in this case 
the defendant is charged by Information with a course of conduct directed toward Ms. Hendricks 
that allegedly occurred only between May 2006 and November 2006. Therefore, any events that 
occurred or are alleged to have occurred outside of that time frame are irrelevant to the State's 
case. Similarly, any event that is directed toward a victim or an alleged victim other than Ms. 
Hendricks is irrelevant. I.R.E. 401. 
II. 
Evidence Of The Defendant's Other Crimes, Wrongs, Or Acts Is Barred By Rule 403 Of The 
Idaho Rules Of Evidence 
Even if relevant, evidence may be excluded if its probative value is outweighed by the 
danger of unfair prejudice, confusion of the issues, misleading the jury, causing undue delay, 
and/or the presentation of needlessly cumulative evidence. I.R.E. 403. 
In this case, evidence of the defendant's other crimes, wrongs, or acts will unfairly 
prejudice the defendant because it will paint him with a broad brush as a previously-convicted 
criminal and a violent person. Such evidence will strongly imply that because the defendant was 
convicted of other crimes he should also be convicted of the crime alleged in this case. 
To offer evidence on trial as part of the State's case that the 
defendant has previously been convicted of one or more offenses is 
to run a great risk of creating prejudice in the minds of the jury that 
no instruction of the Court can wholly erase. 
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State v. Johnson, 132 Idaho 726, 730 (Ct. App. 1999) (quoting, Edelstein v. Hueneke, 140 Wash. 
385, 249 P.2d 784 (1926)). Although "Stalking" that occurs in violation of a no-contact order 
and/or after the defendant previously violated chapter 9 of title 18 with respect to the same 
victim constitutes "First Degree Stalking," that question of fact should be determined by a jury 
only during the second phase of a bifurcated trial. 1 
Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts will also confuse the jury by mixing-up the 
issues relating to the charged conduct of "Stalking" with issues surrounding other crimes such as 
"Violation of a No-Contact Order," "Telephone Harassment," and/or domestic violence. 
Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts will also unduly delay the resolution of this case and 
be needlessly cumulative. 
III. 
Rule 404(b) Of The Idaho Rules Of Evidence Does Not Allow The State To Introduce Evidence 
Of The Defendant's Other Crimes, Wrongs, Or Acts In Its Case In Chief 
Rule 404(b) begins by prohibiting evidence relating to "other crimes, wrongs or 
acts" to establish a person's character or to show that the person "acted in conformity therewith." 
As the State has noted, there are exceptions. Such evidence may be admitted to prove "motive, 
opportunity, intent, preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident." 
I.RE. 404(b). The State's arguments, however, fail to establish that the defendant's prior bad 
acts fall into any of these exceptions. 
(a) November and December 2004 
For example, the State claims that in late 2004 the defendant became "angry, 
controlling, and verbally abusive," that he called Ms. Hendricks names, that he damaged a piece 
1 For this reason and others, the defendant filed a "Motion for Bifurcated Trial" on May 23, 2007. The Court 
deferred ruling on that Motion in anticipation of the State's then-pending Notice of Intent regarding purported 
404(b) evidence. 
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of personal property, and that he threatened Ms. Hendricks' family. But the State does not show 
how such uncharged conduct, even if true, relates to any potential "motive, opportunity, intent, 
preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident."2 The State fails to 
establish that these acts relate in any way to a "motive" to commit the crime of "Stalking" 
alleged in this case or that they relate in any way to a potential "intent" to commit "Stalking" two 
years later in 2006. The twenty-four month period that elapsed between those alleged episodes 
and the conduct at issue in this case mitigates against the existence of any possible "plan" or 
"preparation." Without a foundational nexus between the alleged events of 2004 and the conduct 
at issue in this case, the 404(b) exceptions do not apply and evidence of the events of 2004 is 
barred from this case. 
(b) January 14-18, 2005 (Case M0500748) 
The State also claims that in early 2005 the defendant battered Ms. Hendricks by 
pulling her out of a car and forcing her inside a residence where he then pushed her, causing her 
to fall. The defendant was also accused of, four days later, picking up Ms. Hendricks and 
throwing her on a bed. The State claims that the defendant then threw an apple at Ms. 
Hendricks' head, repeatedly threatened her, and confined her to her house for over a month. On 
July 21, 2005, the defendant pied guilty to one count of misdemeanor domestic battery and a 
false imprisonment charge was dismissed. Again, though, the State fails to show how these 
events relate to the specific exceptions described in Rule 404(b ). 
(c) January 26, 2005 (Case M0502164) 
In this instance, the State charged the defendant with a misdemeanor crime of 
violating a no-contact order by telephoning Ms. Hendricks from custody. During the call, the 
2 These exceptions will be referred to as "the exceptions described in Rule 404(b )," "the 404(b) exceptions," or 
simply '1the exceptions." 
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defendant allegedly threatened to hang himself and urged Ms. Hendricks to tell her lawyer that 
there was no truth to the allegations in the domestic battery case. On July 21, 2005, the 
defendant pied guilty as charged. Again, though, the State has failed to show how this incident 
falls into any of the 404(b) exceptions. The State has not established that the newly-charged 
conduct from 2006 is in any way related to this one call nearly two years earlier. The January 
2005 call does not create a "motive" to stalk Ms. Hendricks, it does not relate in any way to an 
"opportunity" to stalk Ms. Hendricks, and it is far too attenuated to indicate any particular 
"preparation" or "plan." The January 2005 call does not even relate to the 404(b) exception of 
"absence of mistake or accident" since, for example, there is no evidence that the 2006 telephone 
calls were placed to the same number. 
( d) January 28, 2005 (Case M0502650) 
The defendant was again charged with violating a no-contact order, this time by 
asking a friend to telephone Ms. Hendricks. On July 21, 2005, the defendant pied guilty as 
charged. However, the State also fails to show how this third-party contact in 2005 relates in any 
way to "motive," "opportunity," "plan," "preparation," or any of the other exceptions contained 
in Rule 404(b) with respect to the "Stalking" charge. If anything, the defendant's "motive" that 
is apparent from this call (to tell Ms. Hendricks how much he loved her) is completely opposite 
from the "knowing" and "malicious" motive to "seriously alarm, annoy, or harass" ( or cause 
reasonable fear) that the State must prove in order to convict the defendant of "Stalking" in this 
case. 
(e) February 23, 2005 (Case M0502551) 
The State also accuses the defendant of sending letters to Ms. Hendricks in 
February of 2005. However, the State has failed to show how these writings, which resulted in 
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the defendant's pleading guilty to one count of misdemeanor "Violation of No-Contact Order," 
fit into any of the 404(b) exceptions. For example, it is possible that Ms. Hendricks' mother is 
also named "Jean Keato" and that the defendant intended to write to her rather than to Ms. 
Hendricks. The State also has failed to establish that the February 2005 letter was mailed to the 
same address as the letters allegedly sent by the defendant in 2006 (which might reveal an 
"absence of mistake or accident," for example). The State also has failed to establish that the 
writings from 2005 somehow provide the defendant with a "motive" or "opportunity" to commit 
"Stalking" in 2006. The State also has failed to establish that the February 2005 letters establish 
a "plan" or "preparation" that culminated with the defendant's allegedly stalking Ms. Hendricks 
approximately eighteen months later. Moreover, as with the third-party contact via telephone, 
the only apparent "motive" contained in the February 2005 letters (to apologize and promise to 
make amends) is inconsistent with the "motive" that the State must prove in order for the 
defendant to be convicted of "Stalking" in this case. 
(f) March through June 2005 
The State also claims that the defendant beat Ms. Hendricks for eight to ten hours, 
intimidated her into lying to medical personnel, threatened her and her family, forced her to have 
sex with him, and imprisoned her in her own home. Although Ms. Hendricks apparently did not 
tell anyone about these events for nearly two years, the State now seeks to offer them as evidence 
that the defendant had a "motive" or "opportunity" to commit "Stalking" in 2006, or that they 
indicate that the defendant was "planning" or "preparing" to commit "Stalking," that the 
defendant "intended" to commit "Stalking" about a year later, or that the defendant did not 
mistakenly or accidentally commit "Stalking." However, the State fails to establish how any of 
these exceptions apply to uncharged events that allegedly occurred in the spring of 2005. 
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(g) July 1, 2005 (Case M0508187) 
In this instance, the State charged the defendant with a second-offense 
misdemeanor domestic battery and two counts of "Violation of a No-Contact Order" (for 
residing at Ms. Hendricks' home). The defendant pied guilty only to the domestic battery 
charge. Again, though, there is no link between these events and the events at issue in the 
"Stalking" charge. Therefore, this conduct does not fit into any of the 404(b) exceptions and 
should be barred from admission at trial in this case. 
(h) December 16-31, 2005 (Cases M0600110 and M0600027) 
Late in 2005, the defendant was accused of violating a no-contact order by seeing 
Ms. Hendricks in person and by repeatedly telephoning her. The State also claims that the 
defendant forced Ms. Hendricks to drive to various locations, that he threatened her, and that he 
attempted to avoid being spotted by police. The State also claims that the defendant telephoned 
Ms. Hendricks ten times a day and that he ran from police officers. None of this conduct, 
though, relates to any of the 404(b) exceptions and should be barred from admission at trial. 
(i) January 4-6, 2006 (Case M0602176) 
In early 2006, the State claims that the defendant, while incarcerated, telephoned Ms. 
Hendricks at work more than fourteen times, that he left telephone messages for her, that he 
asked friends and relatives to call Ms. Hendricks for him, and that he told an uncle that he had 
threatened to cut Ms. Hendricks' head off. As with the other instances, though, the State fails to 
establish a nexus between these acts and the alleged "Stalking." Therefore, this conduct cannot 
be admitted pursuant to any of the exceptions described in Rule 404(b ). The alleged 
communication between the defendant and his uncle, especially, is not the type of"crime, wrong, 
or act" contemplated by Rule 404(b ). 
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G) June 26, 2007 
On this occasion, the defendant is alleged to have admitted calling Ms. Hendricks' 
unlisted number. The State claims that the defendant let the phone ring four times, however Ms. 
Hendricks apparently never answered. The State has failed to link this conduct to any of the 
404(b) exceptions and therefore it should be barred from admission at trial. The State has not 
shown, for example, that the defendant's call was placed to the same number as the calls alleged 
as part of the "Stalking" case and therefore there is no link between that call and any "plan," 
"opportunity," "absence of mistake or accident," or the like. 
(k) July 2, 2007 
This time, the defendant allegedly wrote to the State's attorney who is prosecuting 
the "Stalking" case. In the letter, the defendant apparently wrote that he has feelings for Ms. 
Hendricks, that he had a hard time letting her go, and that forcing someone to love him is crazy. 
This particular letter was not directed to Ms. Hendricks, does not ask anyone to contact Ms. 
Hendricks on behalf of the defendant, and ( even if written by the defendant) does not constitute 
an admission to any of the conduct charged in the "Stalking" case. It also shows a motive 
(apology and/or explanation) that is contrary to the "knowing" and "malicious" motive to 
"seriously alarm, annoy, or harass" (or cause reasonable fear) that the State must prove in order 
to convict the defendant of "Stalking." For these reasons, and since there is no indication that 
Ms. Hendricks has ever seen it, the July 2, 2007, letter is not admissible pursuant to any of the 
exceptions described in Rule 404(b ). 3 
Even if the foregoing events are not barred by the timeframe set forth in the 
Information, they must also be relevant "for a purpose other than proof of bad character and 
3 There may also be an issue here with the "competency" of the State's attorney as a potential witness pursuant to 
I.R.E. 601 and/or a related issue stemming from Idaho Rule of Professional Conduct 3.7. 
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conforming conduct." State v. Taoia, 127 Idaho 249, 254, 899 P.2d 959, 964 (1995). Without 
more specific com1ections between these events and the 404(b) exceptions, they appear 
calculated to convince the jury that the defendant has a bad character, a propensity to commit 
crimes, and that he acted in conformity therewith in the "Stalking" case - the exact implication 
that is prohibited by Rule 404(b ). 
In its memorandum of law, the State cites ·two Idal10 cases to support an argument to the 
contrary. In State v. Cherry, 139 Idal10 579 (Ct. App. 2003), though, a prior act of "Trespass" 
provided a motive for a subsequent crime in a way that the defendant's alleged acts in this case 
do not. Specifically, since the victim in Cherry was eliminated as a witness in the "Trespass" 
case, the defendant had that arguable motive to kill him. It is also worth noting that the apparent 
"Trespass" occurred only three days before the victim's death. 
The relationship between Ms. Hendricks and the defendant was different. The "Stalking" 
conduct in this case is alleged to have occurred between May 2006 and November 2006. During 
that time, there were no cases pending against the defendant in which Ms. Hendricks was a 
witness; the last had been resolved in July of 2005. Therefore, the "motive" argument in Cherry 
cam10t be said to have existed with respect to the defendant in this case. It is also unclear how 
any such cases could have motivated the defendant to stalk Ms. Hendricks. Even if cases were 
pending, for example, the State has failed to put forth a compelling argument for the prospect 
that the defendant would have stalked Ms. Hendricks in an effort to somehow gain an advantage 
in them. On the contrary, the defendant must have known that the events that allegedly occurred 
in 2007 would only get him into additional trouble.4 And instead of three days between the 
4 Law enforcement officials essentially informed the defendant of this fact while investigating some_ of his telephone 
calls. 
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allegedly-connected events, as in Cherry, the State's purported 404(b) evidence is separated from 
the "Stalking" charge by as much as two years. 
The State also cites State v. Doe, 136 Idaho 427, 34 P.2d ll 10 (Ct. App. 2001) in support 
of its 404(b) argument. In that case, the defendant was accused of committing two acts of lewd 
conduct. To corroborate the victim's testimony, the State sought to introduce evidence that the 
defendant had previously committed "similar acts of sexual misconduct." The Court held that 
such evidence was admissible pursuant to Rule 404(b) because the prior acts involved "similar 
sexual acts, victims of similar ages, and victims of the same sex as the victims in the present 
case." Therefore, the court concluded, evidence of all the incidents of abuse, taken together, may 
provide an "evidentiary plan or pattern" that tends to make the newest accusations more 
. plausible and probable. Id. 
In the "Stalking" case before the Court, though, none of the conduct the State seeks to 
introduce as 404(b) evidence involves "similar acts." Specifically, the State is not seeking to 
introduce evidence that the defendant stalked Ms. Hendricks on another occasion, or that he 
stalked anyone else on any occasion, regardless of age or gender. For that reason, the Doe 
analysis does not apply in this case. The out-of-state cases cited by the State fail to overcome 
these problems because they do not turn on similar charges and because they involve different 
fact patterns. 
Although the State asserts that the presence of a no-contact order is relevant to explain 
why Ms. Hendricks felt alarmed, annoyed, or harassed,5 that bare assertion cannot overcome the 
plain language of Rule 404(b) and the case law described above. The Court's decision to bar 
5 The dispute over this issue relates only to the first-half of a bifurcated trial as proposed by the defense since the 
presence of a no-contact order is plainly relevant to (and is not otherwise barred from) an "enhancement" under J.C. 
§ 18-7905. 
OBJECTION TO STATE'S MOTION TO USE 404(b), EXPERT WITNESS TESTIMONY, 
IMPEACHMENT EVIDENCE, AND TO FILE INFORMATION PART JI . lO 
00106 
such evidence would not be not fatal to the State's case since the State may proceed under an 
alternate theory that the defendant "knowingly" and "maliciously" engaged in a course of 
conduct that would cause a reasonable person to fear that they or a family member would be 
killed or injured. LC. § I 8-7906(1 )(b ). No evidence of a no-contact order violation would be 
required to prove that element. 
The State also claims that the defendant's prior no-contact order violations are relevant to 
"assess the credibility" of Ms. Hendricks' feelings of alarm, harassment, and distress. That 
argument is not persuasive since on more than one occasion Ms. Hendricks voluntarily allowed 
the defendant into her car, into her home, and consciously decided to reside with him. On other 
occasions, the defendant asked friends or relatives to contact Ms. Hendricks in an apparent effort 
to express his love for her. In its argument, the State tacitly assumes that a no-contact order 
violation is per se violent, tlueatening, and/or would cause a reasonable person to be seriously 
alarmed, harassed, or annoyed. That is not necessarily the case.6 In any event, the defendant's 
conduct does not fall within any of the recognized exceptions to Rule 404(b ). 
Despite the State's repeated assertions to the contrary, the purported 404(b) evidence that 
would be offered in this case is nothing more than an attempt to convince the jury that the 
defendant has a bad character and that he acted in conformity therewith between May 2006 and 
November 2006. This is precisely the type of evidence that is prohibited by Rule 404(b ). 
IV. 
A Domestic Violence Expert Will Not Assist The Trier Of Fact To Understand The Evidence Or 
To Determine A Fact In Issue 
6 See, for example, the nature of the no-contact order violations from January 26, 2005 ( defendant threatened harm 
only to himself), January 28, 2005 (the defendant asked a friend to convey feelings of love to Ms. Hendricks), 
March 3, 2005 (Ms. Hendricks allowed the defendant to stay at her house), June 30, 2005 (Ms. Henpricks allowed 
the defendant to stay at her residence), December 16, 2005 (Ms. Hendricks allowed the defendant into her car), and 
January 4-6, 2006 (the defendant asked friends to contact Ms. Hendricks and they apparently refused). 
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The State intends to offer "expert" testimony to establish that "verbal abuse, 
property damage, and forced sex is indicative of intimate partner violence and that perpetrators 
of the abuse engage in that behavior to intimidate and exert control over their partners." This 
evidence in turn, the State claims, will "tend to prove the defendant's intent and common scheme 
or plan to intimidate and control" Ms. Hendricks. This type of evidence is irrelevant since the 
State is not obligated to prove that the defendant had an intent to "intimidate and control" Ms. 
Hendricks. 
This proposed evidence should also be excluded because the State cannot show that the 
purported expert has never met with Ms. Hendricks or the defendant or that the purported expert 
has reviewed any of the State's information relating to any of the docnmented or alleged 
interactions between Ms. Hendricks and the defendant. This issue affects both the foundation for 
the purported expert's testimony and the relevancy of that testimony. State v. Zimmerman, 121 
Idaho 971, 978, 829 P.2d 861 (1992). For these reasons, allowing this type of evidence is likely 
to further confuse the issues, confuse the jury, and delay the resolution of the case. I.R.E. 702. 
I.R.E. 403. 
The State's reliance on State v. Dutt, 139 Idaho 99, 73 P.3d 112 (Ct. App. 2003) and 
State v. Rodriguez, 636 N.W.2d 243 (Iowa 2001) is misplaced because those cases deal with 
"cycles of violence" in child-abuse cases and domestic violence cases respectively. The State 
freely admits that its purported expert would not testify that Ms. Hendricks was abused by the 
defendant or that Ms. Hendricks is the victim of domestic violence. State's Memorandum in 
Support of Domestic Violence Expert Witness Testimony, p.2. Moreover, the alleged charge of 
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"Stalking" involves elements that are very different than child abuse cnmes and domestic 
violence crimes. 
Since the State cannot demonstrate that the testimony of its purported expert would 
satisfy I.R.E. 702 and because the purported expert's testimony appears to be irrelevant to the 
charged crime of "Stalking," the purported expert should not be allowed to testify in this case. In 
addition, it would be impossible for the purported expert to testify without running afoul of Idaho 
Rules of Evidence 401,402,403, and 404(b), as discussed above. 
V. 
The Defendant's Prior Conviction For Aggravated Assault Is Inadmissible For Impeachment Or 
Rebuttal Purposes 
The State would like to impeach the defendant, should he testify, with evidence that he 
was convicted of Aggravated Assault in I 998. In order to be admissible for that purpose, 
though, the State must establish that the fact of the prior conviction or the nature of the prior 
conviction ( or both) are relevantto the credibility of the witness. The State mnst also establish 
that the probative value of the conviction outweighs the its prejudicial effect to the defendant. 
I.R.E. 609(a). The State must also establish that less than ten years has elapsed since the date of 
conviction or since the date the defendant was released from confinement, whichever is later. 
I.R.E. 609(b). 
The Idaho Court of Appeals has held that it is error for a trial court to admit evidence of a 
pnor felony conviction for the purpose of impeaching the testimony of a witness before 
determining the relevancy of the felony conviction. State v. Franco, 128 Idaho 815, 919 P.2d 
344 (Ct. App. 1996). State v. Thompson, 132 Idal10 628, 977 P.2d 890 (1999). The Idaho Court 
of Appeals has also held that a prior conviction for Aggravated Assault is not relevant to the 
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issue of a witness's credibility. State v. Treio, 132 Idabo 872, 876, 979 P.2d 1230 (Ct. App. 
1999). 
Because the State has failed to establish that the defendant's prior criminal record meets 
the tests established by the Idabo Rules of Evidence and by Idaho courts, the State should not be 
permitted to attempt to impeach the defendant, should he testify, with evidence of a prior 
conviction for Aggravated Assault. 
VI. 
The State's Effort To File An Information Part II Is Untimely 
The State has recently expressed an interest in filing an Information Part II in this 
case. The State has not yet done so, however. At this late juncture, especially as the trial date 
grows closer, any effort in that regard would be untimely and would prejudice the substantial 
rights of the defendant. Moreover, the State cannot demonstrate good cause for its delay. This 
Court should therefore deny the State's request for leave to file an Information Part II. Idabo 
Criminal Rule 7(e), (f). LC.§ 19-1420. 
VII. 
Conclusion 
For the foregoing reasons, the State should not be allowed to present evidence of the 
defendant's other crimes, wrongs, or acts in its case in chief. The State should not be allowed to 
proffer testimony from a purported domestic-violence expert, and the State should not be 
permitted to impeach the defendant's credibility with evidence of his prior criminal record. The 
Court should also deny the State's request for leave to file an Information Part II at this late date. 
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DATED, this 1+\i-- day of August 2007. 
MICHAEL W. LOJEK 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this£_ day of August 2007, I mailed a true and 
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GABRIEL M. HAWS 
DEPUTY PROSECUTOR 
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Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
11:32:18 - Operator 
Recording: 
11:32:18 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
11:32:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
case called; def present in custody with counsel 
11:32:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 





11:33:03 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
untimely 
11:33:09 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
case law; not charging with new crime, enhancement 
11:33:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
nothing further 
11:34:05 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
allows Info II to be filed 
11:34:13 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
enters order Info II 
11:34:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
explains to def; Persistant Violater 
11:34:47 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
yes; understands info part 2 
11:35:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reviews Info 2 
11:36:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
enters Not Guilty plea 
11:36:11 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
404B; admissability of expert 
11:36:43 State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
404B argument 
11:37:59 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
bifurcate; elements and enhancer 
11:38:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
response to motion to bifurcate 
11:38:48 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
response included in written response; no obj to nature of c 
onv or fact of 
11:39:12 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
conv in second part 
11:39:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
404B applies to first phase of trial 
11:39:34 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
doesn't argee 
11:39:55 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
cont 
11:40:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
reviews defense brief 
11:41:50 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
stalking focus 
11:47:02 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
responds to defense brief 
11:47:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
rec copy of brief 
11:47:33 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
provides copy to court 




12:00:09 - Operator 
Recording: 
12:00:09 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:00:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
has read defense brief 
12:00:32 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
notes pg 7 of brief 
12:01:33 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
comments re: letter from def of possible admission 
12:02:40 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
inquires 
12:02:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
discusses state's brief 
12:03:55 Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
prior agg assault in info part 2 or if "door opened" 
12:04:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
cont; reconsider bifurcation 
12:05:13 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
18-7505 enhancer 
12:06:47 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
no contact w/ same victim; other state NCO 
12:07:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
enhancer by prior stalking; enhancer by NCO then not bifurca 
ted 
12:07:50 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
response 
12:08:30 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
404B and 403 
12:12:09 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
stalking 
12:12:52 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
interjects; doesn't know what conduct occured 
12:13:57 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
responds re: other. crimes and acts 
12:14:23 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
yields to state regarding prior conduct 
12:14:33 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
prior allegations 
12:16:31 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
State must prove that victim would be caused sub emotional d 
istress; prior 
12:17:07 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
conduct as avail or allowed would not be enough 
12:21:35 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
cont 




12:23:57 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
discusses prior conduct 
12:25:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
403 analysis 
12:26:05 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
cont - disagrees w/ court on other crimes to est context bee 
ome element of 
12:26:31 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
new crime 
12:27:30 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
404b list of aqmissability 
12:29:12 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
opinion re expert testimony 
12:29:38 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
response 
12:29:43 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
remoteness 
12:29:55 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
State v Martin 
12:30:53 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
new acts occured while in custody 
12:31:04 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
cont State v Martin 
12:31:49 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
chain of conduct; St v Labell 
12:32:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Stalking unique statute; prove course of conduct 
12:32:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
404B analysis 
12:34:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
prior acts relevant as feeling of harrassment in victim 
12:35:57 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
404B conduct to establish to reasonable emotional stress 
12:36:29 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
403 analysis; balance relevancy are outweighed by undue prej 
udice 
12:36:59 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
all evidence presented by state are by nature prejudicial; p 
rior acts are not 
12:37:19 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
substantially prejudicial 
12:37:34 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reserve ruling on subsequent acts 
12:37:52 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sub statements/admissions are admissable 
12:38:31 - Judge:. Copsey, Cheri C. 
must be shown to court; not allowed in opening statement 





deny def motion to prevent info from being used 
12:39:26 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
regarding expert 
12: 3 9: 42 - Judge: Copsey·, Cheri C. 
case law allows experts to testify re behavior of DV offende 
rs 
12:40:05 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not allowed in case in chief 
12:40:56 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
rebuttal 
12:41:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
expert testimony allowed in terms of rebuttal at trial; cred 
ibility of 
12:41:55 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
witness 
12:42:09 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
State v Hester 
12:42:50 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
neutrality of expert w/ both victim and def 
12:43:09 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
relevant for case in chief 
12:43:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
hypothetical questions to witness 
12:44:39 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
rebuttal response 
12:44:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
submit 
12:44:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
preliminary ruling will remain 
12:45:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
this particular instance, expert testimony might unduly dela 
y work of jury; 
12:46:18 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
unclear what benefit of expert testimony would provide weigh 
ed against burden 
12:46:47 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
of evidence; not grant motion in limine 
12:47:02 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
asks to set hearing for qualifications of expert witness 
12:47:29 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
bifurcating issues 
12:48:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not going to bifurcate; spec instructions 
12:48:39 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
asks for clarification 
12:49:13 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
fact of conv:iction or nature admissable 
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both 
12:49:54 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabe 
nothing further 
12:50:15 - Operator 
Stop recording: 




GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Gabriel M. Haws 
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200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Case No. H0700180 
ORDER FOR LEA VE TO FILE 
INFORMATION 
PART II 
THE COURT HAVING HEARD the State's Motion and good appearing; ., 
IT IS SO ORDERED that the time for filing an Information, Part II be extended to the~ 
day of tlu.'tf',.:J) , 2007. 
DATED this '81:!- day of '2wr.r· 2007. 
Judge Q 
ORDER FOR LEA VE TO FILE INFORMATION 




GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Gabriel M. Haws 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE ST A TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












Case No. H0700180 
INFORMATION 
PART II 
GREG H. BOWER, Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, 
who, in the name of and by the authority of said State, prosecutes in its behalf, in proper person, 
comes now before the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for 
the County of Ada, and given the Court to understand and to be further informed that, as PART II 
of the Information on file herein, the Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, is a persistent 
violator of the law, in that the Defendant has heretofore been convicted of the following felonies, 
to-wit: AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, Felony, and MALICIOUS INJURY TO PROPERTY, 
Felony; and POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE WITHOUT A 
PRESCRIPTION, Felony; and AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, Felony. 
INFORMATION, PART II (HOAK), Page 1 
001.19 .. 
I 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MA ITHEWS HOAK, on or about the 19th day of June, 1986, 
was convicted of the crimes of AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, a FELONY, and MALICIOUS 
INJURY TO PROPERTY, a FELONY, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, by virtue of that 
certain Judgment of Conviction made and entered by Judge Duff McKee in case number 
HCR13321. 
II 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MA ITHEWS HOAK, on or about the 28th day of September, 
1990, was convicted of the crime of POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 
WITHOUT A PRESCRIPTION, a FELONY, in the County of Ada, State ofldaho, by virtue of that 
certain Judgment of Conviction made and entered by Judge Robert G. Newhouse in case number 
HCRl6274. 
III 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MA ITHEWS HOAK, on or about the 5th day of December, 
1996, was convicted of the crime of AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, a FELONY, in the County of 
Ada, State of Idaho, by virtue of that certain Judgment of Conviction made and entered by Judge 
Deborah Bail in case number H9600800. 
WHEREFORE, the said Defendant, having been convicted previously of two (2) or more 
felonies, should be considered a persistent violator of the law, and should be sentenced accordingly 
pursuant to Idaho Code §19-2514, upon conviction of the charge(s) contained in PART I of the 
Information. 
DATED This_ day of July, 2007. 
GREG 
Ada Co ty Prosecuting Attorney 
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State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel. 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
15:59:39 - Operator 
Recording: 
15:59:39 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
15:59:50 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
case called; def present in custody with counsel 
16:00:00 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
00121 
Session: copsey082907 
still on for trial 
16:00:22 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
waived right to speedy trial 
16:02:45 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
still set for JT 9/17? 
16:03:18 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
audios 
16:03:41 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
provide notice if defense need audio redactions prior to tri 
al prep 
16:04:10 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
keep on for trial; keep on for PTC 9/12 
16:04:37 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
motion to disqualify atty 
16:05:05 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
subpoena issues 
16:05:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
can fire atty; prose or hire someone else 
16:05:48 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
subpoena witnesses; medical reports; police report 
16:06:23 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
discussed issues with def; served subpoenas on several witne 
sses 
16:06:47 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
relevance of medical records 
16:07:56 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
don't need records for those purposes 
16:08:07 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
victims mother needed 
16:09:16 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
can subpoena if relevant 
16:10:08 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
can't answer without violating A-C privilege 
16:10:43 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
protecting victim 
16:10:53 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
nothing that demonstrates incompetence 
16:11:08 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
continues 
16:12:47 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
relevance 
16:13:11 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
continues 
16:13:49 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
motions that should have been filed? 
16:14:29 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
continues with need for subpoenas 





not need testimony for those purposes; did you engage in thi 
s conduct? 
16:16:04 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
that is what is relevant to this case 
16:16:40 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
continues 
16:17:31 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not relevant to your conduct; comments do not show incompeta 
nee of PD 
16:19:38 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
like to represent himself with Mr Lojek acting as backup cou 
nsel 
16:20:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
authorized to give procedural info; no legal advice 
16:20:27 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
questions def 
16:21:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will recall case 
16:21:12 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
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Case ID: 0049 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Previous audio and annotations can be found in case: 0041. 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
16:43:43 - Operator 
Recording: 
16:43:43 - Recall 
HOAK, LARRY 
16:43:58 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
recall case; discuss matters 
16:44:11 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
still asking to proceed prose 
16:44:20 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
will stay with Mr Lojek 
16:44:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 








Session: copsey091207 , 
Session: copsey091207 
Session Date: 2007/09/12 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Reporter: Madsen, Kim 















Case ID: 0025 
Division: DC 
Session Time: 07:59 




Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
14:54:14 - Operator 
Recording: 
14:54:14 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
14:54:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 






14:54:32 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
still on for trial; late discovery responses, obj 
14:55:09 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
don't know what the discovery is, no way to rule 
14:55:18 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
6th Addendum, CD "c" not provided 
14:55:46 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
phone calls from ACJ; Hoak and brother, Sheila; short calls 
14:56:31 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
53 calls just on CD A alone 
14:56:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
tremendous volume; late, irrelevant 
14:57:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
disallow State's 6th and 7th Add 
14:57:28 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
just rec'd objection 
14:57:46 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
notes disclosures on 6th disc 
14:59:12 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
duplicates of what was prev disclosed 
14:59:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
exception of more recent calls 
14:59:38 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
600 pages of discovery 
15:01:15 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
404B -- other cases involved 
15:02:15 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
burdensome for defense to find duplicates 
15:02:36 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
duplicates and subseq calls 
15:03:56 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
disclosure policy of ACPA 
15:04:18 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
response 
15:04:46 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
deadline for 404B evidence was last month 
15:05:20 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
lateness not necessarily prejudical 
15:07:29 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
prejudice 
15:07:53 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Mr Haws's responsibility is to identify dupes 
15:08:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
I can't make a ruling in a vacuum; continuing obligation to 
disclose 
15:09:29 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
information that was in state's file but not disclosed earli 




15:09:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
reason 
15:10:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will not make ruling on absence of document itself 
15:11:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
continuing duty to disclose 
15:11:31 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
informs court of retrieval from previous cases; erred on sid 
e of caution 
15:12:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
standard for review of late disclosure 
15:13:16 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
this is evidence the def is creating 
15:14:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
no special requests for jury instructions 
15:14:16 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
bifurcated trial request 
15:14:52 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will be bifurcated for Part 2 
15:15:06 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
A and Bin Part 1 
15:15:40 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
court implied no bifurcation; reasonable fear 
15:16:09 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reviews file 
15:16:38 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
pled in the alternative 
15:17:03 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
felony charge for stalking; bifurcated to prove that stalkin 
g occured 
15:17:36 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
then bring in prior DV case; unfairly prejudicial to hear ev 
idence all at 
15:17:57 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
once 
15:18:49 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
court did not rule; .discussion occurred 
15:20:24 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
allow in prior abuse, not prior crime 
15:20:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
factual allegations; basis for fear; violation NCO not come 
in in trial in ch 
15:22:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
understanding as to expert 
15:23:06 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
come back at 9 AM tomorrow 
15:23:22 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 




15:23:34 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
s/o to 2PM 9/13 
15:24:00 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) Case No. H0700180 
Plaintiff, ) 
) OBJECTION TO STATE'S 6TH 
vs. ) ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
) 




COMES NOW, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, the defendant above-named, 
by and through counsel MICHAEL W. LOJEK, Ada County Public 
Defender's Office, and objects to the State's SIXTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY upon the grounds and for the following reasons: 
1) The deadline for evidence pursuant to IRE 4 04 (b) 
was August 8, 2007; 
2) The original discovery cut-off was May 15, 2007; 
3) The information contained in the discovery 
response is irrelevant; 















response is banned 
of Evidence; 
contained in the discovery 
by rule 404 of the Idaho Rules 
6) The State's sixth addendum is incomplete-no "disc 
'c'," and; 
7) The State has not shown good cause for late 
and/or incomplete discovery. 




MICHAEL W. LOJEK 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING -ft 
CERTIFY, that on this /Z day of September 
2007, I mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing to: 
GABRIEL M. HAWS 
DEPUTY PROSECUTOR 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 













Case No. H0700180 
OBJECTION TO STATE'S 7TH 
ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
COMES NOW, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, the defendant above-named, 
by and through counsel MICHAEL W. LOJEK, Ada County Public 
Defender's Office, and objects to the State's SEVENTH ADDENDUM 
TO DISCOVERY upon the grounds and for the following reasons: 
1) The deadline for evidence pursuant to IRE 404 (b) 
was August 8, 2007; 
2) The original discovery cut-off was May 15, 2007; 
3) The information contained in the discovery 
response is irrelevant; 
OBJECTION TO STATE'S 7'8 ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
00131: 
1 
4) The information 










5) The information contained in the discovery 
response is banned by rule 404 of the Idaho Rules 
of Evidence; 
6) The State's addendum is incomplete-no "disc 'c'," 
and; 
7) The State has not shown good cause for late 
and/or incomplete discovery. 
DATED, this \2*k day of September 2007. 
MICHAEL W. LOJEK 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this / zf1 day of September 
2007, I mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing to: 
GABRIEL M. HAWS 
DEPUTY PROSECUTOR 
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 









Session Date: 2007/09/13 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Reporter: Madsen, Kim 









Session Time: 13:38 
Courtroom: CR503 
Page 1 
----------------------------------------- --"··--'"" __ _ 
Case ID: 0001 
2007/09/13 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws," Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
14:02:50 - Operator 
Recording: 
14:02:50 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
14:03:16 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
case called; def present in custody with counsel 
14:03:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
considerations in ruling re: bifurcation 
14:03:46 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
2 enhancers; will allow evidence of existance of NCO and vio 
lation in case in 





14:04:06 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
goes to willfulness; fear 
14:04:13 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will not allow evidence of prior conviction; similar to DUI 
14:04:39 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
try on misd first then try on felony if found guilty; violat 
ion of NCO comes 
14:04:57 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
in as element of crime; not fact of earlier DV conviction 
14:05:12 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
very few stalking cases after 2004 changes 
14:05:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
review proposed jury insturctions carefully 
14:05:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
recent phone calls come in; improves elements: willful, inte 
ntional, 
14:06:06 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
malicious 
14:06:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
continuing contact from jail goes directly to that 
14:06:20 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
how evidence comes in re phone calls 
14:06:30 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
call logs 
14:06:41 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
interview of def regarding that called; confrontation no adm 
ission 
14:07:04 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
def said he didn't know who's number it was 
14:07:14 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
victim did not accept calls; recording of jail advisory for 
call; no conversa 
14:07:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will not introduce aborted calls 
14:07:44 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
fact of calls and dates 
14:07:53 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
recent additional phone calls 
14:08:04 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
def used Alabama calling card to call victim 
14:08:22 - Judge·, Copsey, Cheri C. 
won't allow that 
14:08:38 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
reviewed discovery and narrowed selection 
14:08:59 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
how many phone calls not previously produced 
14:09:19 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 




14:10:00 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
3 CDs a,b,c 
14:10:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
describes calls; dates 
14:11:00 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
will not present as evidence; disc a 
14:11:12 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
could be used for impeachment 
14:11:18 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will not exclude for purposes of impeachment 
14:11:32 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
B calls to aunt 
14:11:41 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
just for impeachment 
14:11:54 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
C not able to open, not able to copy; will not use 
14:12:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
C will not be used 
14:12:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
disc D redacted right now; calls to Penny Stein 6/28/06 
14:12:49 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Shannon Brownounie -- not Stein 
14:13:06 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
not prev disclosed 
14:13:14 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
fact of calls previously disclosed 
14:13:39 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
clarification of call logs; new logs; def made close to 2,00 
o calls during 
14:14:07 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
time in custody; many are to atty 
14:14:22 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
51 pg of call logs through 7/2-10/18 
14:14:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Det. Strouburg expanded search from 10/18 to present; Jan 06 
to 7/3/06 
14:15:20 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
report #12490 
14:15:50 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
references phone calls 
14:16:31 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls to specific indiv; lists 3 names 
14:16:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
from def to these indiv; how related to case? 
14:17:15 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
calls through third parties 
14:17:24 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
contact to Kathy by these indiv 
00135 
;sess~on: copsey091307 
14:18:05 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
did not have actual recordings; now you do and disclosed to 
defense 
14:18:25 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
intends to introduce 
14:18:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
state anticipates these witnesses will testimony; used to re 
fresh memory of 
14:19:01 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
these witnesses; allow to present to jury; calls themselves 
14:19:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
may use to prep witness as to what they said 
14:19:32 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
not misconstrued or forgotten statements 
14:19:44 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
do you have specific calls; Mr Lojek needs additional time t 
o review these 
14:20:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
spec calls; Court will not exclude; might consider continuan 
ce to remedy 
14:20:30 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
whatever prejudice there might be 
14:20:48 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont 
14:21:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
when was that report from Stoberg disclosed 
14:21:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
disc Dis 2 calls 
14:21:28 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
E phone call to Penny Stein 8/31/06 
14:22:51 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
disc F calls to Penny Stein 10/17/06; included in original c 
all log and disc 
14:23:12 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
E 
14:23:38 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
G another call to Penny Stein 11/29/06 
14:24:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
admission on call 
14:25:14 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
disc H calls 11/11 to Shannon Brownownie; will not introduce 
except to fact 
14:25:42 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
she was called even though no conversation 
14:25:51 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will not be in case in chief 
14:25:59 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 




14:26:39 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
conversations between def and Kowalis 
14:26:53 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
"I" from prior NCO violation; 12/16/06 incident 
14:27:22 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
disclosed on 9/11/07 
14:27:59 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
"I" contains voice messages from prior case; cassette tape c 
ontains some 
14:28:23 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
messages from I as well as additional calls 
14:28:36 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
state not necessarily to bring up prior convictions 
14:28:53 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not intending to produce this time; rehabilitation upon impe 
achment 
14:29:12 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
helps a lot 
14:29:22 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
majority of these will not be introduced except for impeachm 
ent; not known at 
14:29:38 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
time of disclosure 
14:29:48 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
14:30:02 - Operator 
Recording: 
14:30:02 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
14:30:05 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
after conferring; prepared to go ahead with trial 
14:30:16 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
let me know if you need more time 
14:30:34 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Maureen Tisher 
14:30:57 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
retrieval of calls 
14:31:30 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
state will hand serve Ms Tisher; difficulty contacting her; 
may use other 
14:31:53 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
jail custodian 
14:31:57 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
foundational witness 
14:32:07 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no evidenciary issues 
14:32:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 





14:32:49 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Joan Lanning; Shawna Lance 
14:33:06 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
more formal witness list filed today; no surprises 
14:33:19 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
look at proposed jury instructions 
14:33:31 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reviews reading of information 
14:33:57 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
clarification; victim allowed to testify of fact that she be 
lieved his was 
14:34:20 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
convicted 
14:34:25 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
priors relevant; more than enough evidence at this point; mi 
ght be used to 
14:34:41 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
rehabilitate witness; she can testify to NCO 
14:35:19 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
cause for stress of victim 
14:35:35 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
don't want her testifing to conviction; can talk about facts 
of incident goes 
14:35:56 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
to reasonableness of crime 
14:36:07 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
definition of stalking 
14:37:04 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
course of conduct; behavior 
14:37:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
talks about jury instructions 
14:37:46 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
notes other stalking case (Shepperd) before Judge Williamson 
14:38:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
3 parts of trial 
14:38:54 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#13 
14:39:34 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
used statutory language 
14:39:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
concern with #14 
14:41:07 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
14:41:58 - Operator 
Recording: 





14:42:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
state correct 
14:43:35 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
disussion; analogous arguments 
14:43:50 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
NCO in place 
14:44:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
calls to third parties 
14:45:14 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
challenge constitutionality fine; but can't do this in jury 
instruction rev 
14:45:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
don't see right being violated 
14:46:46 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
notes another instruction; re: third party calls 
14:47:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not limited to 
14:47:53 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
#13 
14:48:04 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
heightened that court will take away #14 
14:48:22 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
corrects language to #13 
14:49:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
enhancement 
14:50:03 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
misd Domestic Battery 
14:51:29 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
one alternate juror; 11 strikes; 35 in original panel 
14:51:58 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
list will be scrambled; use juror numbers only; no jury info 
rmation to def 
14:52:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
use name and number at beginning; then use scrambled# 
14:53:06 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
witnesses excluded; _victim can be present at every hearing; 
will not exclude 
14:53:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
victim 
14:54:11 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
notes attire and subtle communication in court that will not 
be allowed 
14:55:13 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
redactions will be given to Mr Lojek as soon as possible 
14:55:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
def to be wearing civilian clothing 




ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Criminal No. H0700180 
DEFENDANT'S LIST OF 
POTENTIAL TRIAL WITNESSES 
_____________ ) 
COMES NOW, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, the defendant above-named, 
by and through counsel MICHAEL W. LOJEK, Ada County Public 
Defender's Office, and provides the following list of the 
defendant's potential trial witnesses: 
a) Larry Hoak 
b) Joan Lannin 
DATED, this l~-fl day of 
\0v~ 
c) Shawna Lance 
MICHAEL W. LOJEK 
Attorney for Defendant 
DEFENDANT'S LIST OF POTENTIAL TRIAL WITNESSES 00140 
1 
I HEREBY 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
CERTIFY, that on this -d day of September 
2007, I mailed a true and correct copy of the foregoing to: 
GABRIEL M. HAWS 
DEPUTY PROSECUTOR 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 









Session Date: 2007/09/17 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 















Case ID: 0001 
2007/09/17 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
08:57:56 - Operator 
Recording: 
08:57:56 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
08:58:06 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
case called 
08:58:11 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
no obj to pre-evidence instruct 
08:58:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
amended Info II 
08:58:25 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 




08:58:49 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reads allegations 
08:59:21 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
understands 
08: 59: 27 - Judge: Copsey;· Cheri C. 
jury req to review additional crimes 
08:59:38 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
def considered not appearing/partic. in trial 
08:59:59 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
due process rights/confrontation clause; not absolute right 
09:00:12 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
can forf by behavior or right not to be present 
09:00:25 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
trial would cont without def 
09:00:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
can place def in holding cell to hear proceedings 
09:00:47 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
disruptions 
09:01:51 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
victim may be present; def not to turn around or attempt to 
intimade victim 
09:02:36 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
order to exclude witnesses other than victim 
09:02:51 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
information part 2 
09:03:28 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
09:33:21 - Operator 
Recording: 
09:33:21 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
09:33:24 - General: 
Jury Pool Enters for Voir Dire 
09:35:46 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
09:37:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
procedure of jury selection 
09:39:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
introduces parties 
09:39:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reads complaint 
09:41:41 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
oath to pnana 
09:42:07 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
calls 35 jurors for selection 
09:45:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
speaks to remaining jurors not called 
09:46:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 




09:48:51 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
questions to qualifications 
09:50:49 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
witness list 
09:52:49 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
length of trial 
09:53:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Juror #79 recognizes witness from employment related 
09:54:29 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reminded to treat witness as any other witness 
09:55:04 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Juror #117 notes son appeared before Judge Copsey 
09:55:33 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Juror #122 query re: witness 
09:56:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
advises there might be 
09:56:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#122 excused for cause 
09:57:07 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
called #211 to replace #122 
10:00:32 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
cont voir dire 
10:01:41 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#117 son has bad exper with law 
10:02:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#123 - niece had bad experience with law 
10:03:39 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
continues 
10:04:04 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
juror with benign medical conditions 
10:06:44 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
cont voir dire 
10:07:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#78 victim of stalking 
10:07:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
questions for juror #78 
10:08:22 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
need additional info 
10:08:35 - Starting Side Bar. 
Starting Side Bar. 
10:09:19 - Ending Side Bar. 
Ending Side Bar. 
10:09:24 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
prior experiences might not be best for duty in this case;# 
78 excused for 
10:09:52 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
cause 





10:10:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
questions #i97 
10:11:13 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
continues voir dire 
10:18:31 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
voir dire 
10:28:56 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
#117 excused for cause 
1.0: 2 9: 00 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
questions #213 
10:30:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont voir dire 
10:31:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
questions #117 
10:31:09 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont 
10:45:18 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
pass for cause 
10:45:20 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
voir dire 
10:50:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
questions #179 
10:50:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
jury duty should not be traumatic exper 
10:52:11 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
excused for cause #179 
10:52:40 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#131 called 
10:53:00 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
questions #131 
10:53:56 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
cont voir dire; questions to #131 
10:54:38 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
interrupt 
10:54:47 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#131 excused for cause 
10:55:11 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#186 called 
10:55:27 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
questions to #186 
11:13:52 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
asks for recess 
11:14:35 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
11:15:41 - Operator 
Recording: 





11:15:47 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reviews off record discussion 
11:16:07 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
experience of juror with stalking; essentially testimony to 
jury 
11:16:51 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
11:31:57 - Operator 
Recording: 
11:31:57 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
11:32:00 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#120 goe to church with one of ACSO officers 
11:33:06 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
11:33:13 - Operator 
Recording: 
11:33:13 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
11:33:15 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
jury pool returns from recess 
11:33:30 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
11:35:16 - Operator 
Recording: 
11:35:16 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
11:35:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
notes #120 aquaintance with ACSO transport deputy 
11:36:12 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
cont voir dire 
11:39:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
jury question #89; paralegal 
11:39:53 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
cont 
11:42:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
juror query and response 
11:43:44 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
cont 
11:49:43 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
pass for cause 
11:50:20 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
challenge sheet to attys 
11:50:38 - Operator 
Stop recording: 





12:15:38 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:16:20 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
jury selected and seated 
12:17:35 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
state accepts' 
12:17:39 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
accepts 
12:18:06 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
15 min recess 
12:18:24 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
12:18:55 - Operator 
Recording: 
12:18:55 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:19:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
speaks to remaining pool 
12:22:25 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
12:47:55 - Operator 
Recording: 
12:47:55 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:47:57 - General: 
Jury Enters 
12:48:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reads jury instructions 
12:50:13 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reads Information 
12:51:35 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
cont jury instructions 
12:59:16 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
notes people in court; no witnesses allowed 
12:59:29 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
opening 
13:15:49 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
opening 
13:22:41 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
State's witness 
13:22:46 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls SWl - Kathy Hendricks 
13:23:28 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Sworn. 
13:23:33 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
13:24:40 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 




13:26:04 - State Attorney: Haw~, Gabriel 
direct line# at work 
13:26:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
met def in 2004 
13:26:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
dated def; went well at first; turned serious after first mo 
nth 
13:27:29 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
moved into my home 
13:28:47 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
IDs def 
13:28:58 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
residence 
13:29:28 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
changes in relationship 
13:32:50 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
business assistance 
13:33:40 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
hand writing of def 
13:34:43 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
def possessive, abusive 
13:36:47 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
verbal abuse 
13:37:00 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
molested in childhood 
13:38:45 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
police report; photos 
13:39:00 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows photos to defense --- no audio 
13:40:25 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
hands.SEla,b,c to witness 
13:40:57 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reviews exhibits 
13:41:41 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit SEla,b,c 
13:41:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
objects 
13:42:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
overruled 
13:42:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
incorporates earlier rulings 
13:43:07 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont dx 
13:43:32 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
13:43:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
strike prev statement 





13:45:00 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
13:45:03 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
object to threats to other parties 
13:45:17 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
moves to strike 
13:45:24 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sustained 
13:45:31 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont -- other threats 
13:45:59 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
notes to jury that exhibits are only to be considered for re 
asonable response 
13:46:50 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publish SElA,B,C 
13:47:48 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes injuries 
13:48:48 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
def constantly calling cell phone 
13:49:03 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
threats 
13:51:05 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
bruising 
13:51:25 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Jan 2005 
13:51:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
def arrested, taken to jail 
13:52:19 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
after arrest anything put into place 
13:52:34 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
No Contact Order; wrote letters, called from jail 
13:53:03 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
letters addressed to other people 
13:53:52 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
phone calls 
13:55:27 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
asked me to tell something different happened; calls from bo 
ndsman as relay 
13:55:54 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
from def 
13:56:03 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
messages from friends -- Penny Stein 
13:57:20 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
release; moved in second time 
13:57:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
relationship fine for two weeks; then became angry, abusive 




Session: copsey091707 .._, 
14:00:24 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
forced sex on me 
14:00:33 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
asks for recess 
14:01:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
speaks to jury 
14:01:31 - General: 
Jury Exits 
14:02:14 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reviews earlier objections 
14:02:38 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
conclusary statements without foundations; reasonabeness of 
fear 
14:03:09 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
pictures relevant to this case; prior acts const reason for 
distress 
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vs. 












Case No. H0700180 
AMENDED INFORMATION 
PART II 
GREG H. BOWER, Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, 
who, in the name of and by the authority of said State, prosecutes in its behalf, in proper person, 
comes now before the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for 
the County of Ada, and given the Court to understand and to be further informed that, as PART II 
of the Information on file herein, the Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, is a persistent 
violator of the law, in that the Defendant has heretofore been convicted of the following felonies, 
to-wit: OPERATING A MOTOR VEHICLE WHILE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF AN 
INTOXICATING SUBSTANCE, Felony, DRIVING WHILE UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF 
INTOXICANTS, Felony, FAILURE TO APPEAR, Felony, AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, Felony, 
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and MALICIOUS INJURY TO PROPERTY, Felony; and POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE WITHOUT A PRESCRIPTION, Felony; and AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, Felony. 
I 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or about the 23irl day of July, 1984, 
was convicted of the crimes of OPERATING A MOTOR VEHICLE WHILE UNDER THE 
INFLUENCE OF AN INTOXICATING SUBSTANCE, a FELONY, in the County of Ada, State, 
of Idaho, by virtue of that certain Judgment of Conviction made and entered by Judge Durtschi in 
case number 12000. 
II 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or about the I I th day of September 
1980 and the 24th of October 1980, was convicted of the crimes of DRIVING WHILE UNDER 
THE INFLUENCE OF INTOXICANTS, a FELONY, and FAILURE TO APPEAR, a FELONY, in 
the County of Ada, State of Idaho, by virtue of that certain Judgment of Conviction made and 
entered by Judge Robert Newhouse in case number 9124 and 9562 respectively. 
Ill 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or about the 19th day of June, 1986, 
was convicted of the crimes of AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, a FELONY, and MALICIOUS 
INJURY TO PROPERTY, a FELONY, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, by virtue of that 
certain Judgment of Conviction made and entered by Judge Duff McKee in case number 
HCR13321. 
IV 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or about the 28th day of September, 
1990, was convicted of the crime of POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE 
WITHOUT A PRESCRIPTION, a FELONY, in the County of Ada, State ofldaho, by virtue of that 
certain Judgment of Conviction made and entered by Judge Robert G. Newhouse in case number 
HCR16274. 
V 
That the said Defendant, LARRY MATTHEWS HOAK, on or about the 5th day of December, 
1996, was convicted of the crime of AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, a FELONY, in the County of 
Ada, State of Idaho, by virtue of that certain Judgment of Conviction made and entered by Judge 
Deborah Bail in case number H9600800. 
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WHEREFORE, the said Defendant, having been convicted previously of two (2) or more 
felonies, should be considered a persistent violator of the law, and should be sentenced accordingly 
pursuant to Idaho Code §19-2514, upon conviction of the charge(s) contained in PART I of the 
Information. 
DATED ThislZ day of September, 2007. 
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Session: copsey091807 
Session Date: 2007/09/18 
Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Reporter: Madsen, Kim 
Division: DC 
Session Time: 08:12 
Courtroom: CR503 








case ID: 0001 
2007/09/18 
Case Number: H0700180 
Plaintiff: 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
08:52:09 - Operator 
Recording: 
08:52:09 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
08:52:19 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
case called; def present in custody with counsel; 
08:52:23 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
evaluation by Tom Wilson; victim aware of eval 
08:52:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
asks to present evidence re: anger eval 
08:53:49 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
renew objections 




comments; eval not discusses previously 
08:55:28 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
notes location of eval in discovery list 
08:55:53 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
response; did not discuss previously; read on list, but use 
not discussed 
08:56:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
hearsay of victim to discuss eval 
08: 57: 09 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C .. 
should have been discussed before trial 
08:57:27 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
basis for objection unclear 
08:58:16 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
knowledge of eval does go to reasonableness of fear 
08:58:33 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
use of assessment in trial 
08:59:38 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
response; prejudiced 
08:59:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
all evidence prejudical 
09:00:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
explain why this is irrelevant 
09:00:30 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
trying to establish record of objection based on Rules 403, 
etc 
09:00:49 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
8 pages story history of what went on; not asked to rule on 
each aspect 
09:01:13 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reviews prior pretrial discussions of evidence· 
09:02:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
stalking statute unusual; victim's state of mind is direct e 
lement of the 
09:02:36 - Judge: Copsey, .Cheri C. 
case 
09:02:43 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reason for state of mind; don't want conviction based on "th 
in skin" 
09:03:19 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
course of conduct; put in context of what was going on -- re 
asonable person 
09:03:40 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
distressed; victim has to be able to articulate fear 
09:06:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will allow foundation for discussion of eval 
09:06:54 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
other cases were foundation for eval 




letting in evidence of that, not conviction 
09:07:29 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
violations of NCO; entitled to show why she would refuse con 
tact after 
09:07:53 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
earlier allowing def to return af.ter conviction; assessment 
caused increased 
09:08:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
fear; have to instruct jury not to speculate what's in the a 
ssessment 
09:08:37 - Public Defender: Loiek, Michael 
should have foundation for.link of feeling before assessment 
09:09:16 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
outside of May-Nov timeframe 
09:09:25 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
need context of relationship 
09:09:34 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
assessment occured before timeframe; foundation that informa 
tion would be 
09:09:53 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
fresh in her mind during the May-Nov 2006 timeframe 
09:10:06 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
state forced to try case in reverse 
09:10:35 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
don't see how it makes you prove your case in reverse 
09:10:48 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
forced to present course of conduct then go to assessment 
09:11:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
eval relevant as question of law; assuming proper foundation 
09:11:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
statute places victims state of mind as element 
09:12:09 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
context of ,relationship admissable in other 4th District cas 
e 
09:12:33 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
limiting instruction; prior bad acts admitted to est state o 
f mind 
09:13:04 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
some reference to knowledge of eval should come in 
09:13:44 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
allow state to testify to impact of eval 
09:14:17 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
state to call Tom Wilson 
09:14:39 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
no intention to present assessment itself; Wilson would have 
to bring up 





09:15:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
prior assaults on other people clearly relevant 
09:15:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not necessarily off the table; mulling over poss of Beviver 
testifying 
09:16:47 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
asks for clarification re assessment 
09:16:59 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
limiting instruction? 
09:17:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will be limiting instruction; problem is every statement cou 
ld be limiting·; 
09:17:31 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
prior bad acts; evaluation not bad act; basis for eval is ba 
d act, but eval 
09:18:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
itself is not 
09:18:18 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
witness in courtroom, gaining instruction on how to testify 
09:18:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
excuse victim/witness from court room 
09:19:20 - Operator 
Stop recording: (On Recess) 
09:22:05 - Operator 
Recording: 
09:22:05 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
09:22:08 - General: 
Jury Enters 
09:22:32 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
addresses jury 
09:23:01 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
recalls SWl 
09:23:47 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
recalled from 9/17; still under oath 
09:23:51 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
09:24:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
filed for NCO 
09:24:43 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj; assumes NCO in place 
09:24:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
more foundation 
09:25:01 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
aware that NCO put in place; present when put into place 
09:25:25 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj; foundational problem 





09:25:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
continued to rec letters, calls after NCO in place 
09:26:29 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
09:26:33 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
overruled 
09:26:58 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
def jealous of brother 
09:27:39 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
calls from jail 
09:28:49 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
phone contact for business purposes; gave def second chance 
knowing NCO in 
09:29:08 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
place 
09:29:38 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes sex forced on her by def; situation more volatile; 
life in danger 
09:30:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
violent incident 
09:32:01 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
· describes being punched by def 
09:32:57 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
injuries 
09:34:06 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
business venture after this time? 
09:34:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
loan April 2005 
09:34:35 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
co-signor on loan 
09:34:53 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
started threatening me at bank 
09:36:39 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
told emergency room that there at had been accident; def had 
told me not to 
09:37:00 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
tell what had happened; def would not leave during exam 
09:38:01 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
other acts of violence; police saw on July 1 
09:41:05 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
letters through Penny Stein 
09:41:15 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Penny Stein: def sister-in-law 
09:41:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
addresses to Deb Anderson; def came up with name; don't reme 
mber origination 




· ~ess-~on: copsey091807 
rec'd 6-8 letters 7/05; when def in jail 
09:43:06 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
phone calls at time; accepted calls; NCO in place -- phone c 
ontact for 
09: 43: 26 - Other.: Hendricks, Kathy 
financial/business reasons 
09:43:33 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes calls 
09:44:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
how did you feel? pattern in your relationship? 
09:45:35 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
afraid of def; cont to have contact 
09:46:18 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
did not want to cont relationship 
09:46:38 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
tried to slowly back off 
09:47:15 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
went to police; fear of carrying out threats 
09:48:28 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
def stayed in hotels after release; I had to pay 
09:48:48 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
09:48:51 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sustained 
09:48:56 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
req to live with you after rel in 05 
09:50:55 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
helped him find apartment; felt it was under 
09:51:06 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
09:51:10 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sustained 
09:51:13 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
why did you feel you had to help? 
09:53:28 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
calls 
09:53:51 - Other: Hendricks, 
met him at public place; 
09:54:36 - Other: Hendricks, 




09:55:16 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
hiding police alarm in my house 
apartment 
09:56:56 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
09:56:59 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
at some point did you leave? 
09:57:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 




· Sess·:i,on: copsey091807 
09:57:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
forced me.into the car 
09:57:59 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
pushing, demanding 
09:58:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
"cut my head off" 
09:59:31 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
went beyond my place; his idea to get in my truck so he woul 
dn't be seen 
10:00:26 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
took off once he stepped out of car; frightened; called 911 
10:01:45 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
called cell phone; left numerous messages 
10:03:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
threats 
10:05:08 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
asks for clarification 
10:05:23 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
12/05 
10:05:29 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
after leaving 15-20 messages; prescriptions 
10:08:11 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
residence 
10:08:37 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
picked him up; took him to hotel, def afraid of getting arre 
sted 
10:10:25 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
i.ntimate during this time frame 
10:11:55 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
arrested 12/31/05 
10:12:06 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
sent card a week after he was arrested 
10:13:19 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
didn't see myself cont relationship 
10:13:52 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
asked for NCO to be amended to absolute 
10:14:28 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
didn't initiate contact after that card 
10:14:41 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
1/06 - 11/06 def in ACJ 
10:14:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
no calls rec'd at residence; changed my number 
10:15:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
encouragement by you to contact through acquaintainces 
10:15:45 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
had no contact with def; attempts made by def as letters, th 
ird party calls 




states direct work phone number; not known by def 
10:16:35 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
gives jury instruction; prior wrongs or acts; evidence towar 
d state of mind 
10:17:19 - Starting Side Bar. 
Starting Side Bar. 
10:17:44 - Ending Side Bar. 
Ending Side Bar. 
10:17:54 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
describes third party acq. 
10:19:06 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes relationship with Stein and Brownani 
10:20:37 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
picked up letters from Penny Stein 
10:21:11 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
some letters addressed to Shelly Guthrie 
10:21:25 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes letters; specific names of family members 
10:21:49 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
6-8 letters through Penny Stein 
10:23:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows letters to defense counsel; SE2 
10:23:49 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes letter as love note 
10:24:07 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
addressed to Shelly Guthrie at Penny Stein's address; def wr 
iting 
10:24:32 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to amend SE2 
10:24:39 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
not enough foundation 
10:24:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
recess 
10:25:45 - General: 
Jury Exits 
10:26:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
asks for further argument; foundation for letter 
10:26:31 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
didn't describe proper competancy to know match 
10:26:59 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C .. 
witness previously testified to knowing writing through busi 
ness relationship 
10:27:30 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
how many letters had you rec'd previously 
10:27:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
8-10 actually rec'd 





10:28:10 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
describes side-bar 
10:28:22 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
re: limiting instruction 
10:29:05 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
comments; witness on stand; discussion on nature of evidence 
inapp 
10:29:32 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
excused 
10:29:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
testimony of NCO in place as of Jan 06 
10:30:25 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
goes to knowing and malicious 
10:30:32 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
violation on both parts; NCO was not without exception 
10:30:47 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
some contacts related to exceptions; can't carve out what is 
acceptable, what 
10:31:05 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
is not; evidence heard so far goes to state of mind; NCO cha 
nged in Jan 2006 
10:31:30 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
not introduced evidence as to change; instruction to bad act 
s 
10:31:54 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
SE2 admitted 
10:32:05 - Operator 
Stop recording: (On Recess) 
10:46:29 - Operator 
Recording: 
10:46:29 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
10:46:32 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
back on record 
10:46:47. - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
def back with counsel 
10:46:53 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
client recognized two jurors as former prison guards; not no 
ted in juror 
10:47:24 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
questionairre; no one admitted recognizing client 
10:47:38 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
notes that one juror worked for IDOC several years ago; #188 
10:48:05 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
#188 as exception, no one else worked for IDOC; no one recog 
'd you 
10:48:46 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 




10:49:14 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
I know them; glad that it's on record 
10:49:41 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
that #98 does not work for IDOC 
10:50:25 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
response 
10:50:30 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#188 made it clear he does not know you 
10:50:41 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
no evidence these jurors know you 
10:51:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
experience that jurors would inform court if they know parti 
cipants 
10:53:06 - General: 
Jury Enters 
10:53:37 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
witness recalled 
10:54:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
exhibit 2 admitted 
10:54:38 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE2 
10:54:46 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes letter 
10:55:51 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
asks what parts of letter/drawing mean 
10:56:08 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
description 
10:56:47 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
10:56:50 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sust 
10:57:01 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
I had not written, responded 
10:57:12 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from drawing 
11:00:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE3 to defense 
11:01:38 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
SE3 another letter, describes when rec'd 
11:02:18 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit SE3; 
11:02:27 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no obj 
11:02:33 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted 
11:02:36 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE3 




feeling from letter 
11:04:27 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
11:06:09 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
significance 
11:08:09 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
any effort to get away from you 
11:08:21 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
cont reading 
11:08:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
names referenced in letter 
11:09:43 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
references to earlier threats 
11:10:05 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE4 to defense counsel 
11:10:22 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
SE4 to witness 
11:10:39 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
• 
recognizes letter from def through Penny Stein 
11:10:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
rec'd June 06 
11:11:12 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit SE4 
11:11:21 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no obj 
11:11:24 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted 
11:11:27 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE4 
11:11:39 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
11:12:37 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:12:40 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
SUS 
11:12:43 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
what happened during yard sale 
11:13:06 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
no messag 
11:13:11 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:13:14 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sus strike 
11:13:19 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
line references yard sale 
11:13:43 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads 





11:15:26 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reference to threat to cut off my head 
11:15:59 - .Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:16:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sust 
11:16:07 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
what else was referenced to you 
11:16:22 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reminder of prior threat 
11:16:34 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
what else did it refer 
11:23:05 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE5 to defense, handed to witness 
11:23:48 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes letter 
11:24:11 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no obj 
11:24:14 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admit SE5 
11:24:17 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes 
11:24:35 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
11:25:20 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
name Shelly mentioned in letter 
11:25:33 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
refers to me; referencing our relationship 
11:26:53 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:26:56 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
rephrase 
11:27:03 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
def aware that I was picking up letters 
11:28:46 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
11:30:18 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
second page of letter 
11:30:50 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from page 2 
11:31:59 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE6 to defense; to witness 
11:32:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
recognizes letter 
11:33:18 - ·state Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit 






11:33:26 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted 
11:33:30 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to publish 
11:33:38 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads SE6 
11:35:46 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes reference to def brother 
11:36:00 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:36:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sust 
11:36:07 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
better foundation 
11:36:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
present when threat made to brother 
11: 3 6: 3 O - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
going to kill brother 
11:36:37 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
significance of letter 
11:41:24 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
reviews SE6 
11:42:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE7 to defense and witness 
11:42:29 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
recognizes letter; rec'd through Penny Stein 
11:42:42 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
got Sept 2006 
11:42:56 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit SE7 
11:43:03 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no obj 
11:43:07 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted 
11:43:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
turned letters over to police when I got them 
11:44:20 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
possible letters were written prior to July 2006 
11:44:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
some letters after July 2006; all of these letters came from 
Penny 
11:45:04 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE7 
11:46:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
11:50:09 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 





11:51:35 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from page 2 
11:55:35 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves for recess 
11:55:42 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
speaks to jury 
11:55:53 - Operator 
Stop recording: (On Recess) 
11:56:09 - Operator 
Recording: 
11:56:09 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
11:56:10 - General: 
Jury exits 
11:56:14 - Operator 
Stop recording: (On Recess) 
12:lS:55 - Operator 
Recording: 
12:lS:55 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:lS:57 - General: 
Jury Enters 
12:19:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
recalls witness 
12:20:06 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
hands SES to witness 
12:20:17 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
recognizes as letter from def to witness's mother 
12:21:07 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
12:21:11 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sust 
12:21:15 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
rec'd May 2006 
12:21:24 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
questions witness; whole letter or part 
12:21:4S - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
recalls page 2, thought it was one page 
12:22:13 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
exhibit complete or incomplete 
12:22:23 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
one line missing 
12:22:29 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no objection to SES 
12:22:35 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted 






12:23:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
12:24:57 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
yard sale at Penny Stein's 
12:26:05 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
phone call rec'd in Oct from Gavin, bail bondsman, def had a 
sked him to call; 
12:26:24 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
made to direct number at work, had not given number to bonds 
man 
12:26:48 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
bondsman said there was message to pass on, told him of NCO 
12:27:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
felt panicked that he was trying anyway possible to get tom 
e 
12:29:02 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
open house at my house 11/11/06; w/Sheri Brownani; wanted to 
get my house 
12:29:29 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
sold to get away from a place he knew 
12:30:26 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
cause for concern; def called Sheri Brownani 
12:31:17 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
feelings of paranoia, seemed to know what was going on 
12:31:30 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
phone calls 
12:32:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
12:32:18 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sust 
12:32:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
no foundation 
12:32:29 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
describe feelings you had about possible call from def 
12:32:47 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
12:32:51 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
overruled 
12:32:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
cont 
12:34:05 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
didn't feel safe; continued to do it repeatedly 
12:34:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
rec'd another letter 
12:34:51 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shown to defense counsel, SE9 shown to witness 
12:35:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 




12:35:59 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no obj 
12:36:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted 
12:36:06 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Judy Nielsen? 
12:36:16 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
friend; got to together once with Nielsen couple; don't know 
how def got 
12:36:37 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
address; protected their identity 
12:36:55 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
she called me and told me she rec'd it; concerned that he tr 
acked her down 
12:37:37 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE9 
12:38:06 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
he never knew her address or last name; felt like I was bein 
g followed 
12:38:54 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
last name of Judy not on envelope although address correct 
12:39:20 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
concerned about painting; money for loan 
12:39:43 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
specifically addressed Judy to contact witness 
12:42:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
12:42:19 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
sust 
12:42:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
in the letter, is there a statement of the goal of the lette 
r 
12:42:49 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
asked Judy to contact you 
12:42:58 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
not explicitly 
12:43:27 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
12:44:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
venue question 
12:44:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
irrelevant 
12:44:56 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
feelings at end of 2006 
12:45:04 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
didn't want anything to do with him; wanted to get away; fea 
r of danger 
12:45:33 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
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Cross-examination of the witness. 
12:46:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Jan 18 2005 
12:46:59 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
threat to cut off my leg 
12:47:11 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
def gave cell phone to witness 
12:47:26 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
kept track of me by calling 
12:48:19 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
was threat imminent 
12:49:39 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
name of mother 
12:50:18 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
release March 2005; NCO at the time 
12:50:31 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
contained exceptions for business/financial 
12:50:45 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
when was NCO modified 
12:51:03 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
requested and granted 
12:51:43 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
January 2006 
12:51:58 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
did you know if def got copy of modified NCO 
12:52:44 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
March 20-25, 2005 
12:53:10 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
did not drink when he was with me 
12:53:32 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
different when he was drinking 
12:53:41 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Larry took you to the emergency room 
12:53:56 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
April 2005 loan 
12:54:12 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
general loan; co-signor 
12:54:22 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
no other co-signors 
12:54:31 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
you paid back 95% of loan 
12:54:46 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Larry overdrawn; put extra line of credit in 
12:55:17 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Larry made some payments 
12:55:38 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
June 2005 
12:56:16 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
.Page 17 
00170 
Session: copsey091807 ) .) 
arrested July 1, 2005 
12:56:34 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
writing letters and accepted calls during incar in 2005 
12:56:57 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
addressed to Deb Anderson in 2005 
12:57:07 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
not real name; made up by def 
12:57:16 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
did you help him make up that name 
12:57:26 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
didn't want him to make up that name 
12:57:35 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
agreement to make up fake name for letters? 
12:57:47 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
understood that Deb Anderson was for you as a way to get let 
ters to you 
12:58:07 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
correct 
12:58:37 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Oct 2005 
12:58:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
consented to contact upon release; in-person visits 
12:59:22 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
how many visits 
12:59:30 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
when he was released to 12/27/06 
13:00:23 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
irregular contact 
13:00:48 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Varda alarm? 
13:01:05 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
13:01:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
got alarm before he got out in October 2005 
13: 02: 02 ,- Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
still has alarm 
13:02:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
types of panic buttons 
13:02:51 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
can carry with when out 
13:03:25 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
12/05 used panic button once 
13:04:28 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
comment about causing pain like you caused to him 
13:04:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
phone conversations 
13:05:03 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
never fought with Larry 
13:05:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
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outsized 
13:05:21 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
never hit Larry 
13:05:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
ever throw anything? 
13:05:54 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
12/27/05 
13:06:07 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
call from Walgreens 
13:06:31 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes phone conversation; in trouble for illegally takin 
g his prescript 
13:07:05 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
then afterwards went to hotel on Vista 
13:07:21 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
he told me take him to hotel 
13:07:32 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
def calmed down 
13:07:40 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
conversation cont 
13:07:47 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
after 12/27 no more personal contact 
13:08:00 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
send card very early after arrest 
13:08:23 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
5/06 to 11/06 
13:08:41 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
no calls during that time; cell phone off, didn't have unlis 
ted number 
13:09:01 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no calls during that time 
13:09:11 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no letters directly to you 
13:09:19 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
seve~al through Penny 
13:09:28 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
are the exhibits today all the letters 
13:09:40 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
numerous letters intercepted 
13:09:48 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
the letters shown today are the letters rec'd by me 
13:10:27 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
how many times did you pick up letters 
13:10:38 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
she'd save them when sent around same time 
13:10:56 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
went over a few times 
13:11:42 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
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did Penny ever mail the letters to you 
13:11:52 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
maybe one time; when she was leaving town 
13:12:14 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
letters addressed to Shelly Guthrie 
13:12:24 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
found out it was second ex-wife from 30 yrs ago 
13:12:39 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
content was specific to me, my family 
13:13:37 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
SE2 shown to witness 
13:15:09 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
hoping that I would give him money 
13:15:22 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
13:15:42 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
possible code words in letter; coffee 
13:16:05 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
did you go down to jail 
13:16:13 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Jan 2005 gave money 
13:16:24 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
never in 2006 
13:16:29 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes process of giving money to inmate in jail 
13:17:07 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
obj 
13:17:14 - Starting Side Bar. 
Starting Side Bar. 
13:17:39 - Ending Side Bar. 
Ending Side Bar. 
13:17:45 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
cont with procedure 
13:18:07 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
don't see inmate; no way inmate could see you 
13:18:50 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
SE2 
13:19:11 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
call an hour out a day 
13:19:19 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
understanding they were allowed for one hour a day in closed 
custody 
13:20:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
shows SE3 to witness 
13:20:32 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
letter not addressed specifically 
13:20:42 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
re envelope 
13:21:45 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
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garage sale 
13:22:20 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Penny Stein's phone rang; caller id 
13:22:35 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
ID said ACJ 
13:22:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
neither of us answered; no messages 
13:23:06 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
call doesn't go through unless rec'd 
13:23:20 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
don't recall if Larry's brother was inmate 
13:23:34 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
calls could have been from any inmate at the jail 
13:23:53 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
didn't know anyone else at the jail 
13:24:05 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
def had discussion with Penny about garage sale; knew I was 
there 
13:24:24 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
nonresponse 
13:24:28 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
overruled 
13:24:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
cont; Penny said my non-answer would be his answer that it w 
as over 
13:25:34 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
shows SE6 
13:25:58 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
letter not addressed/greeted to anyone spec 
13:26:52 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
"pay" in letter 
13:27:04 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
money to loan; "pay" in sense of revenge 
13:27:21 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
yes 
13:27:24 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
anything about this specific letter that made you fearful 
13:27:33 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
describes; money to rent a place, mother to help 
13:28:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
second page of SE2 
13:28:46 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
talking about paying for class 
13:29:17 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Shelly Guthrie 
13:29:29 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
obj 
13: 2 9: 32 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri. C. 
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overruled 
13:29:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Guthrie in the area 
13:29:42 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
did you know where she lived in 2006 
13:29:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
understanding that she lived in Nampa 
13:30:06 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
SE6 
13:30:29 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
feel it was directed to you 
13:30:40 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
yes 
13:31:12 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Nov 11, 2006 open house 
13:31:31 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Larry called Shannon 
13:31:40 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
understanding that he hung up on her 
13:32:26 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
shows SE9 
13:32:49 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
rec'd from Judy Nelson 
13:33:09 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
says Dear Judy 
13:33:16 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
would this ever refer to you 
13:33:25 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
mailed to Judy and her husband 
13:33:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
mailed without last names; met with her to pick up letter 
13:34:54 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
around time of open house; concluded Larry would be released 
on Feb 2007 
13:35:20 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
duration of sentence 
13:35:41 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
stated hearing at sometime in 2006; after May 2006 
13:36:07 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
before or after Nov 2006 
13:37:17 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Feb 2007; testimony at prelim hearing 
13:37:36 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
I was incorrect on timeline of relationship; at time of prel 
im 
13:38:06 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
testify about phone calls 5/07-11/07 
13:38:48 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
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third party calls; no threatening calls through third party 
13:39:46 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Redirect examination. 
13:39:57 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
modified NCO 
13:40:14 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
NCO was through duration of supervised prob 
13:40:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
spec date? 
13:40:34 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
passed through to 2007 
13:40:47 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Varda alarm 
13:40:54 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
free to disregard; decision to keep 
13:41:33 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
letters in 2005; say anything about not using your name/addr 
ess 
13:42:05 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
knew he wasn't using my name because of NCO 
13:42:47 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
early 2005 was last time I put money in his account 
13:43:09 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Sheila 
13:43:19 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Sheila and def; married previously last ex-wife 
13:43:37 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Shiela had nothing to do with loan, no friendship with her 
13:43:55 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
reads SE6 
13:44:29 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
Shiela had no role in repayment of loan; reinstating threats 
13:45:03 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Shelly; called house in Nampa 
13:45:16 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
took it to refer to me; apparently another Shelly living in 
Nampa 
13:46:17 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
13:46:45 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
reads from letter 
13:46:56 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Bruce? 
13:47:02 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
my ex-husband; letter written to me 
13:47:32 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
letter to Judy Nielson SE9 
13:48:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
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release date Feb 2007 
13:48:32 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
didn't know until Nov 2006 what release date was 
13:48:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
release in Feb 2007; possible he would be released earlier; 
if took class 
13:49:20 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
could get early release 
13:49:49 - Other: Hendricks, K~thy 
threats through letters 
13:50:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
excused; subject to recall 
13:50:27 - Starting Side Bar. 
Starting Side Bar. 
13:51:05 - Ending Side Bar. 
Ending Side Bar. 
13:51:08 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls SW2 
13:51:22 - Other: Kowalis, Gavin 
Sworn. 
13:52:00 - Other: Kowallis, Gavin 
Aladdin Bail Bonds 
13:52:10 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
13:52:16 - Other: Kowallis, Gavin 
call from Larry Hoak; approx summer 
13:52:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
recall speaking with someone named Larry Hoak; recorded 
13:53:51 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE17 to witness 
13:54:06 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
assuming call in Oct 2006; 
13:54:17 - Other: Kowallis, Gavin 
spoken to Hoak a few times before 
13:54:39 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
recognize SE17 
13:55:02 - Other: Kowallis, Gavin 
more than one call on SE17; fair and accurate recording 
13:55:44 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to reserve admission of SE17 
13:56:26 - Other: Kowallis, Gavin 
number provided for Kathy; info re stolen car 
13:56:46 - Other: Kowallis, Gavin 
spoke to Kathy 
13:57:37 - Other: Kowallis, Gavin 
talked with Kathy before; trying to get hold of her at that 
time 





talked to Larry about NCO info Kathy relayed to me 
13:58:50 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit SE17 
13:58:56 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no objection 
13:59:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted 
13:59:30 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
speaks to jury 
14:00:21 - General: 
Jury Exits 
14:00:33 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
dismisses witness to return Thursday 
14:00:58 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sidebar discussion: basis of objection 
14:01:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
speaking objection 
14:02:20 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Recess until 9 on Thursday 
14:02:36 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
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Case ID: 0001 
Case Nuw.ber: H0700180 
Plaintiff: 
Plaintiff Attorney: 
Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 




State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
09:01:52 - Operator 
Recording: 
09:01:52 - New case 
HOAK, LARRY 
09:02:03 - General: 
Jury Enters 
09:02:14 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
return SW2 to stand 
09:02:47 - Other: Kowallis 
continued from 9/18; under oath 
09:03:02 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
00179 
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09:03:16 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE17 
09:16:31 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
continues direct examination of witness. 
09:17:18 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
No Cross-examination of the witness. 
09:17:24 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Will not be recalled. 
09:17:29 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls SW3 
09:18:13 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
Sworn. 
09:18:22 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
09:18:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
09:19:11 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
ID def 
09:19:39 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
talked on phone with Hoak 2005; client ·of attorney/employer 
09:20:56 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
friend with Kathy; realtor 
09:21:07 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
description of victim's characteristics 
09:22:25 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
calls from def 
09:23:08 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE16 to defense, witness 
09:23:32 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
recognizes, initialled cd after review 
09:23:46 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit SE16 
09:23:55 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no obj 
09:23:59 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
09:24:07 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
nature of phone calls re Kathy 
09:24:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE16 
09:37:55 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
re statement "get her to call Kathy" 
09:42:12 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
what did Kathy do to make you think she was afraid? 
09:44:14 - Other: Brownani, Shannon 
describes open house 
09:46:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
what led you to believe Kathy was nervous? 
09:49:07 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
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09:50:22 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no cross 
09:50:29 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Subject to recall. 
09:50:39 - St.ate Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls SW4 
09:51:24 - Other: Nielsen, Judy 
Sworn. 
09:51:28 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
09:51:59 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
09:52:03 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
best friend of Kathy 
09:52:43 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
changes in Kathy 
09:53:22 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
IDs def; met def and Kathy 
09:53:49 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
early on in their relationship; only time ever spoke to def 
09:55:17 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE9 to witness 
09:56:23 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
11/15/05 letter postmarked 
09:56:55 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
def never had our address 
09:57:33 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
describes Kathy's demeanor after reading letter 
09:58:29 - Other: Nelson, Judy 
took letter to police 
10:02:04 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
No Cross-examination of the witness. 
10:02:14 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Excused. 
10:02:24 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls SW5 
10:03:14 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Sworn. 
10:03:19 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
10:03:41 - Other: Stein, Penny 
IDs def 
10:04:59 - Other: Stein, Penny 
relationship with Kathy Hendricks 
10:05:04 - Other: Stein, Penny 
phone calls from def 
10:06:32 - Other: Stein, Penny 
def told her he needed to hear rel was over; I planned garag 




' ' ' 
10:06:57 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Larry to call if Kathy did not answer that was his answer re 
1 was over 
10:08:42 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Kathy thought not answering was best way to convey rel was o 
ver 
10:08:59 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Kathy was figety; 15 calls that day 
10:12:10 - Other: Stein, Penny 
letters written to me; believed they were intended for Kathy 
10:13:11 - Other: Stein, Penny 
def told me to give letters to Kathy; rec'd a dozen of lette 
rs; gave 10 to 
10:13:44 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Kathy; threw a couple away 
10:15:28 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Kathy upset by letters; some were aggressive 
10:15:43 - Other: Stein, Penny 
wanted to know what Larry was thinking, where his head was a 
t 
10:16:09 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
10:16:46 - Other: Stein, Penny 
she wanted to know if def was angry, threatening 
10:17:43 - Other: Stein, Penny 
def informed she was retrieving the letters 
10:18:46 - Other: Stein, Penny 
phone calls 
10.:19:52 - Other: Stein, Penny 
talked about Kathy, loved her, she betrayed him 
10:20:19 - Other: Stein, Penny 
coversations about lifting NCO 
10:21:15 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE18 to defense, witness 
10:22:03 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit 
10:22:11 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
no obj 
10:22:15 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
admitted; may publish 
10:22:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE18 
10:27:58 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont 
10:28:41 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE19 to defense; shows to witness 
10:29:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit 




SE19 admitted; no obj 
10:29:40 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE19 
10:40:37 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Continues Direct examination of witness. 
10:40:46 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
11/06 call 
10:40:56 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
morning recess 
10:41:44 - General: 
Jury Exits 
10:41:45 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
nothing to take up 
10:41:55 - Operator 
Stop recording: (On Recess) 
11:02:07 - Operator 
Recording: 
11:02:07 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
11:02:09 - General: 
Jury Enters 
11:02:30 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
Ms Stein to retake stand; still under oath 
11:02:47 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont direct 
11:03:24 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SE20 to defense, to witness 
11:03:57 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
SE20 admitted; no objection 
11:04:07 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE20 
11:10:33 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Cont direct examination of witness. 
11:10:47 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
"she's got the heat on me" 
11:12:17 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
informed Kathy about the calls we heard today 
11:12:48 - Other: Stein, Penny 
did not tell her specifically about the calls 
11:13:38 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Deb Anderson letters; really for Kathy 
11:14:43 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Shelly Guthrie letters, before garage sale 
11:15:37 - Other: Stein, Penny 
call from detective re Guthri letters 
11:15:57 - Other: Stein, Penny 
Larry asked me not to deliver letters, but changed mind in m 




11:16:15 - Other: Stein, Penny 
send on to Kathy; calls from Bondsman re letters 
11:17:52 - Other: Stein, Penny 
reads from SE4 
11:18:28 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:18:31 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sustain; add foundation 
11:18:41 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
continues 
11:19:01 - Other: Stein, Penny 
read letter over phone to Kathy 
11:19:40 - Other: Stein, Penny 
victim's reaction 
11:19:57 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:20:00 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
sust 
11:20:04 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
without saying what she said, how did she talk 
11:21:33 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
11:26:30 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
no redirect 
11:26:36 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Subject to recall. 
11:26:49 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls SW6 
11:28:17 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
Sworn. 
11:28:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
11:28:26 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
exper in law enforcement; detective 
11:29:19 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
IDs def 
11:29:47 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
interview at DV arrest 
11:30:36 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
confrontation phone call 
11:31:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
asks to hand report to witness to refresh memory 
11:32:52 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows to witness 
11:32:58 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
describes def statements re: DV arrest 
11:36:22 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 




11:38:33 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
Nov 2006, next time contact with def 
11:39:58 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
obj 
11:40:12 - : Starting Side Bar. 
Starting Side Bar. 
11:42:05 - : Ending Side Bar. 
Ending Side Bar. 
11:42:08 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont direct exam 
11:43:33 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
letters intercepted by the jail written to Kathy Hendricks 
11:46:04 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
references in letters to Kathy; her family; Deb Anderson was 
alias for Kathy 
11:48:13 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows SEl0-15 to defense, shows to witness 
11:51:50 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
letters intercepted by the jail staff 
11:52:49 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
SE15 not intercepted; brought to me by victim 
11:53:42 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
10-14 written by def; 15 dictated by Hoak to inmate Michael 
Chapman and 
11:54:07 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
mailed 
11:54:13 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
questions in aid to object 
11:54:23 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
victim did not see SEl0-14 
11:54:33 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
overruled 
11:54:42 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri c. 
admited over object 
11:56:24 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
reads from letter 
11:56:39 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
SEl0 published 
11:59:25 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SEll 
12:01:15 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE12 
12:02:58 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE13 
12:04:55 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes SE14 
12:05:02 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 




12:05:39 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
reserve admission SE15 
12:06:22 - : Starting Side Bar. 
Starting Side Bar. 
12:07:11 - : Ending Side Bar. 
Ending Side Bar. 
12:07:15 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont dx 
12:07:22 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
July 2006; meeting with Kathy Hendricks 
12:08:58 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
interviewed def re letters 
12:10:54 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
call log/recordings at jail 
12:15:57 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
40 calls made to Kathy Hendrick's work phone from def inmate 
call listing 
12:16:23 - : Starting Side Bar. 
Starting Side Bar. 
12:18:23 - : Ending Side Bar. 
Ending Side Bar. 
12:18:27 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
familiar with number assigned to def 
12:18:39 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
don't recall exactly 
12:18:59 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
call detail record with that info 
12:19:30 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
shows call log to defense; shows to witness 
12:20:00 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
018684 
12:20:10 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
specifically assigned to def 
12:21:58 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
possible to use other inmates PIN to make call; or other inm 
ate made call 
12:22:15 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
themselves 
12:23:43 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
calls to Shannon Brownani 
12:25:11 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
letter to Judy Nelson 
12:27:25 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
demeanor of victim 
12:27:41 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
alarm installed; Hoak with limited access to phone; blocking 
use 





12:28:30 - Operator 
Recording: 
12:28:30 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:28:30 - General: 
Time stamp 
12:28:36 - Operator 
Stop recording: (On Recess) 
12:29:04 - Operator 
Recording: 
12:29:04 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:29:06 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
side bars 
12:29:14 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
objection to what was in records; discussion about recording 
s Best Ev Rule; 
12:29:57 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
objection to relevance of letters not rec'd by victim 
12:30:42 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
objection was overruled 
12:30:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
asks to excuse witness 
12:31:03 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
SEl0-14 to def intent, willfullness, and malice 
12:31:50 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
irrelevant if victim rec'd 
12:31:58 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
recordings could not be presented; Strolberg to testify from 
memory 
12:32:27 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
12:50:18 - Operator 
Recording: 
12:50:18 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
12:50:21 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
back on record 
12:50:28 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
regarding NCO violations; jury to be clear that NCO applies 
only to def 
12:50:59 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
NCO doesn't apply to victim's behavior 
12:51:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will take up with jury instructions; matter of law 





12:53:26 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
cont 
12:53:31 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
cont direct examn 
12:54:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
withdraws SE15; witness shown SE15a/b 
12:55:06 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
recognizes 
12:55:43 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
moves to admit 
12:55:48 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
15a/b admitted; no obj 
12:56:08 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
speaks to jury; may or may not be redacted 
12:56:27 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
15a 4/8/7; 15b 4/8/07 
12:56:42 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes 15a 
12:57:37 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
publishes 15b 
12:59:45 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
12:59:53 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
15A 
13:00:11 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
def reported attempt on his life 
13:00:32 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
no personal recollection of allegation 
13:00:57 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
13:01:15 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
SEl0-14 
13:02:15 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
didn't know how bondsman could stop delivery of letters 
13:02:33 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
did he have them call Penny to stop her from giving letter 
13:03:02 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
calls to victims work line; 16 made for sure from def 
13:03:27 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
def never talked to def on those occaisons 
13:04:06 - Other: Strolberg, Shelly 
stolen car 
13:04:26 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Subject to recall. 
13:04:43 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Recall Kathy Hendricks 





13:05:22 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Direct examination of witness. 
13:05:50 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
calls on work line from Ada County Jail 
13:06:25 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
could hear they were coming from Ada County Jail and def sta 
ted name on 
13:06:44 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
recording 
13:07:20 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
block placed on phone 
13:08:21 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
upset that it continued to happen 
13:09:14 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
fears and concerns 
13:11:33 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
pattern of behavior 
13:11:51 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
13:12:18 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
phone calls on line at work 
13:12:45 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
def did not leave messages 
13:12:56 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
alarming that he had my direct number 
13:13:10 - Other: Hendricks, Kathy 
statement about cutting off my head in Dec 2005 
13:13:26 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
talked to prosecutor 
13:13:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
victim witness coordinator 
13:14:18 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
pressure from any source to testify 
13:14:27 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Excused 
13:14:36 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
rests 
13:15:25 - General: 
Jury Exits 
13:15:50 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
issue of def testimony 
13:16:10 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
advises def to speak to atty re testimony; right not to test 
ify; your 
13:16:36 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
decision 





13:16:46 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
speaks regarding testimony; would like to discuss with def i 
n private 
13:17:21 - Operator 
Stop recording: (On Recess) 
13:25:53 - Operator 
Recording: 
13:25:53 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
13:25:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
ready to proceed 
13:26:01 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
client has desire to testify; supposed to take medication at 
noon; concerned 
13:26:25 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
that lack of medication would slow him down 
13:26:50 - Defendant: HOAK, LARRY 
antidepressant 
13:27:01 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
other witnesses to proceed 
13:28:11 - General: 
Jury Enters 
13:28:38 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
calls DWA 
13:28:55 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
Sworn. 
13:29:40 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Direct examination of witness. 
13:30:09 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
works at Anytime Bail Bonds 
13:30:28 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
rec'd calls from Hoak 
13:30:49 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
"favor" calls 
13:31:06 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
req to call Penny Stein 
13:31:47 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
info re letters 
13:32:21 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
Stein did not call back 
13:32:33 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
no idea nature of letters 
13:33:15 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
13:33:21 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
met Hoak in person 
13:34:25 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
calls from Hoak 
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13:34:46 - Other: Lanning, Joan 
worked with Gavin Kowalis; told not to take calls from Hoak 
for Kathy 
13:35:06 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Excused. 
13:35:17 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
calls DWB 
13:36:04 - Other: Lance, Shawna 
Sworn. 
13:36:10 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Direct examination of witness. 
13:36:30 - Other: Lance, Shawna 
Anytime Bail Bonds 
13:37:04 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
calls from Larry Hoak 
13:37:28 - Other: Lance, Shawna 
rec'd a dozen calls; call somebody about truck payment, pain 
ting, co-signor 
13:38:15 - Other: Lance, Shawna 
re letters; call Penny Stein and tell. her not to give letter 
s to Kathy 
13:38:56 - Other: Lance, Shawna 
left message; did not talk to Ms Stein; favor call for Larry 
13:39:24 - Other: Lance, Shawna 
left two messages like that 
13:39:49 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Cross-examination of the witness. 
13:40:01 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
no specific info about letters 
13:40:50 - Other: Lance, Shawna 
substance of calls; never asked to make call/contact Kathy 
13:41:11 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
Nothing further, witness steps down. Excused. 
13:41:24 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
recess until tomorrow morning 
13:41:45 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
case will go to jury Friday 
13:42:07 - General: 
Jury Exits 
13:42:29 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
have everyone come back to talk about jury instructions 
13:42:51 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
back at 3:30 to work on jury instructions 
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Co-Defendant(s): 
Pers. Attorney: 
State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
15:31:07 - Operator 
Recording: 
15:31:07 - Recall 
HOAK, LARRY 
15:31:13 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
recalled to review jury instructions 
15:31:17 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
def present in custody with counsel 
15:31:59 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
15:34:31 - Operator 
Recording: 
15:34:31 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
15:34:40 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#9 not a problem? 
15:34:55 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reviews rest of instructions 
15:35:13 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
15:35:58 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#14 course of conduct 
15:37:23 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
#20, #21 
15:38:02 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
bad acts 
15:39:05 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
issue 
15:39:23 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
malicious instruction 
15:39:48 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
boundary for closing 
15:40:15 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
evidence of NCO and violation come in; enhancer is actual co 
nviction 
15:41:17 - State Attorney: Haws, Gabriel 
00l92, 
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malicious instruction: reads from J.I. 
15:42:24 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
15:42:42 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
don't see violation to note towards wrongful act 
15:43:40 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
reasoning for bifurcation 
15:44:48 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
nothing else to propose 
15:45:12 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
instructions on Info Part 2 
15:45:30 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
no obj/comments on bifurcating part 
15:45:45 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
info part 2 
15:46:45 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
two prior convictions, of at least 2 
15:47:24 - Public Defender: Lojek, Michael 
notes in defense copy complaint is lewd and lase conduct 
15:47:50 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
I don't ever give them the court's voir dire 
15:49:13 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
will still have final jury instruction conference tomorrow; 
will send 
15:49:32 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
corrected jury instructions via email 
15:49:42 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
intends to inquire with def re testimony at 8:45 
15:50:04 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
placement options if def testifies 
15:51:22 - Judge: Copsey, Cheri C. 
after testimony court will recess 
15:51:59 - Operator 
Stop recording: 
15:54:21 - Operator 
Recording: 
15:54:21 - Record 
HOAK, LARRY 
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